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out a system of graduated or progressive
rates similar to that applying to individ-
ual income. There is much that can be
done to help small business in this tax
field and I urge the Committee on Ways
and Means to give the subject their
prompt and earnest attention.

It we neglect the health of small busi-
ness in this Nation we are betraying our
duty of preserving the economic integrity
of the Nation; let us then assume our
rightful obligation to grant reasonable
assistance to small business by the
prompt enactment of suitable legislation.
CONGRESS SHOULD NOT BE ADJOURNED WHILE

VITAL PROBLEMS REMAIN UNSOLVED

Mr. Speaker, at this point I desire to
express my opposition to any early sine
die adjournment of the House of Repre-
sentatives while vitally important leg-
islation remains pending.

Just a few of the problems that still
challenge our legislative conscience are
the enactment of a civil rights program,
school construction aid, adequate hous-
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ing and slum clearance, and flood disas-
ter insurance. These problems, as well
as many others, very deeply affect the
general welfare and progress of the
country. It is my judgment that we are
morally bound to remain in session until
these vitally important problems are leg-
islatively solved for the good of all
Americans.

In Memoriam: To a Great Man, and a
Great Patriot, Ignace Jan Paderewski

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

oF

HON. ALFRED D. SIEMINSKI
OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, June 28, 1956
Mr. SIEMINSKI. Mr. Speaker, June

30, 1956, marks the 15th anniversary of
the death of Ignace Jan Paderewski,
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world-renowned composer and pianist,
who became the first Premier of the
Polish Republic in 1919 after the people
of Poland asserted their independence
according to the principle of national
self-determination embodied in the fa-
mous 14 points of President Woodrow
Wilson, i

The inspiration Paderewski gave the
Polish people is still nurtured in their
hearts.

At home and abroad, on both sides of
the Iron Curtain, Paderewski left a
sublime understanding of freedom with
a humility that strove to walk in the
footsteps of God.

The anniversary today of the passing
of this great man, of this great patriot,
more fully serves to remind me that
freedom is indeed worth living for and,
if need be, worth dying for. May God
ever bless and keep green the memory of
Ignace Jan Paderewski. He lives in the
hearts of all who love freedom and its
thrilling song.

SENATE

Fripay, June 29, 1956

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D. offered the following
prayer.

O Thou in whom there is no darkness
at all, the light which on this bright
June morning scatters the shadows that
have hid the flowers and darkened the
streets is Thy messenger to us. Be Thou
the light of our minds as the sun is the
light of the day. Take away every evil
thought that leaves its shadows there.
Drive out the darkness of anger, selfish-
ness, covetousness, and impurity. Make
us centers of Thy radiance that we may
reflect Thy spirit in all the gloom of this
day that tries men’s souls.

O Light that followest all the way,
We yield our flickering torch to Thee;
Our heart restores its borrowed ray,
That in Thy sunshine’s blaze its day
may brighter, fairer be.

We ask it in the name of that One who
is the light of the world. Amen,

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. JornsonN of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of
T{lhlérsday. June 28, 1956, was dispensed
with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were com-
municated to the Senate by Mr. Tribbe,
one of his secretaries.

INCREASED RETIREMENT PAY OF
CERTAIN MEMBERS OF THE
FORMER LIGHTHOUSE SERVICE

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid
before the Senate the following com-
munication from the President of the
United States, which, with the accom-

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO,

panying paper, was ordered to lie on the
table:

To the Senate of the United States:

In compliance with the request con-
tained in the resolution of the Senate
(the House of Representatives concur-
ring therein), I return herewith 8. 3581
entitled “An act to increase the retired
pay of certain members of the former
Lighthouse Service.”

DwigHT D. EISENHOWER.

THE WHITE HoUSE, June 29, 1956.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
clerks, announced that the House had
disagreed to the amendment of the Sen-
ate to the bill (H. R. 9893) to authorize
certain construction at military installa-
tions, and for other purposes; agreed to
the conference asked by the Senate on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that Mr. Vinsown, Mr,
Brooks of Louisiana, Mr. KiLpay, Mr.
SHORT, and Mr. ARENDS were appointed
managers on the part of the House at the
conference.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H. R. 10986) making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, and for
other purposes, and that the House re-
ceded from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 14,
and concurred therein.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the following enrolled bills, and they
were signed by the President pro tem-
pore:

H.R.7763. An act to amend the Japanese-
American Evacuation Claims Act of 1048, as
amended, to expedite the final determina-

tion of the claims, and for other purposes;
and

H.R.9852. An act to extend the Defense
Production Act of 1950, as amended, and for
other purposes.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. Jounson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the Per-
manent Subcommittee on Investigations
of the Committee on Government Oper-
ations and the Public Lands Subcommit-
tee of the Commitiee on Interior and
Insular Affairs were authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate today.

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING
MORNING HOUR

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, under the rule there is a regular
morning hour today. I ask unanimous
consent that statements made in connec-
tion with the transaction of the routine
morning business be limited to 2 minutes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of executive business,
and take up nominations on the Execu-
tive Calendar.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration
of executive business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be=
fore the Senate messages from the Presi=
dent of the United States submitting
sundry nominations, which were re-
ferred to the appropriate committees.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)
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EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A
COMMITTEE

The following favorable reporfs of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiclary:

Raymond J. Eelly, of Michigan, to be
United States district judge for division No.
1, district of Alaska, vice George W. Folta,
deceased;

Richard E. Robinson, of Nebraska, to be
United States district judge for the district
of Nebraska, vice James A. Donchoe, de-
ceased; and

James F. Brophy, of Georgia, to be United
States marshal for the southern district of
Georgia.

By Mr. HENNINGS, from the Committee
on the Judiciary:

R. Jasper Smith, of Missouri, to be United
States district judge for the western district
of Missourl, vice Charles E. Whittaker, ele-
vated.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If
there be no further reports of commit-
tees, the nominations on the Executive
Calender will be stated.

UNITED STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Frederick H. Hamley, of Washington,
to be a United States circuit judege,
ninth circuit.

The, PRESIDENT pro tempore.
‘Without objection, the nomination is
confirmed.

FEDERAL COAL MINE SAFETY
BOARD OF REVIEW

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Edwin R. Price, of Maryland, to be a
member of the Federal Coal Mine Safety
Board of Review.

‘The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Without objection, the nomination is
confirmed.

INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMIS-
SION

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Howard H. Shannon, of New Jersey, to
be Assistant Director of Locomotive In-
spection.

The PRESIDENT pro fempore.
Without objection, the nomination is
confirmed.

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read sun-
dry nominations in the Public Health
Service.

Mr. JOENSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
nominations in the Public Health Serv-
ice be considered en bloc.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Without objection, the mnominations
will be considered en bloc; and, with-
out objection, they are confirmed.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask that the President be imme=-
diately notified of the nominations today
confirmed.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Without objegtion, the President will be
notified forthwith.
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LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate resume
the consideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate resumed the consideration of leg-
islative business.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate the following letters,
which were referred as indicated:
AMENDMENT OF AToMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1954

A letter from the Director, Legislative Pro-
grams, Office of the Assistant Secretary of
Defense, Washington, D. C., transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to amend the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (with an accom-
panying paper); to the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy.

DisPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE PAPERS

A letter from the Acting Archivist of the
United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, & list of papers and documents on the
files of several departments and agencies of
the Government which are not needed in the
conduct of business and have no permanent
value or historical interest, and requesting
action looking to their disposition (with ac-
companying papers); to a Joint Select Com-
mittee on the Disposition of Papers in the
Executive Departments.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore ap-
pointed Mr. JornsToN of South Carolina
and Mr. CarLsoN members of the com-
mittee on the part of the Senate.

REvVISION OF LAwWS RELATING TO ADDITIONAL
COMPENSATION OF CeErTAIN Crvipiany Enz-
FLOYEES OF THE GOVERNMENT

A letter from the Presidential Advisor on
Personnel Management, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to consolidate and
revise certain provisions of law relating to
additional compensation of ecivilian em-
ployees of the Federal Government stationed
in foreign areas and to facilitate recruit-
ment, reduce turnover, and compensate for
extra costs and hardships due to overseas
assignments (with accompanying papers); to
the Commitiee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

RESOLUTIONS OF MINNESOTA
BRANCH, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF POSTAL SUPERVISORS

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Mr.
President, the State convention of the
Minnesota Branch, National Association
of Postal Supervisors, met in Minnesota
on June 8 and 9. I ask unanimous con-
sent that two resolutions adopted by this
convention be printed in the Recorp and
appropriately referred.

There being no objection, the resclu-
tions were referred to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service, and ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Whereas many employees accumulate large
amounts of sick leave during their years of
service and are not now given credit for it
in any way whatsoever: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the Minnesota branch of
the National Association of Postal Super-
visors, in convention assembled in St. Paul,
Minn., June 8 and 9, 1956, go on record as
approving H. R. 8830, which gives an em-
ployee who is retiring credit for all unused

sick leave upon retirement; and be it fur-
ther

June 29

Resolved, That coples of this resolution be
sent to the Minnesota delegation in Congress
and to THOMAS MURRAY, chairman of the
Post Office Committee.

Approved by the State convention, Minne-
sota branch, National Assoclation of Postal
Bupervisors.

D. O. BomeEN,
Secretary-Treasurer.
CAMBRIDGE, MINN.

Whereas the postage rates have not appre-
clably increased over a long period of years:
Therefore be it

Resolved, That the Minnesota State
Branch, National Association of Postal Su-
pervisors, in convention assembled held in St.
Paul, Minn., June 8 and 9, 1956, go on record
endorsing the provisions of H. R. 9228 and
urging the speedy adoption of the postage
rate increase bill; and be it further

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be
forwarded to the entire Minnesota congres-
sional delegation and also to Representative
TaHOoMAS MurraY, chalrman of the Post Of-
fice Committee, and also to the Postmaster
General.

Approved by Minnesota State Convention
of the Minnesota Branch, National Associa-
tion of Postal Supervisors, St. Paul, Minn.,
June 9, 1956.

D. O. BoDIEN,
Secretary-Treasurer.
CAMBRIDGE, MINN.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. McCLELLAN, from the Committee
on Government Operations, without amend-
ment:

S.J. Res. 182. Joint resolution to extend
the time for filing the final report of the
Commission on Government Security to
June 30, 1957, and for other purposes (Rept.
No. 2385).

By Mr. KENNEDY, from the Committee on
Government Operations, without amend-
ment:

5. Res. 201. Resolution opposing Reorgan-
ization Plan No. 2 of 1956 (Rept. No. 2388),

By Mr. ANDERSON, from the Committee
on Interior and Insular Afiairs, without
amendment:

S.3482. A bill to provide for transfer of
title of certain lands to the Carlsbad Irriga-
tion District, N. Mex. (Rept. No. 2389).

By Mr. CHAVEZ, from the Committee on
Public Works, without amendment:

5.4116. A bill to increase the membership
of the Senate Office Building Commission
(Rept. No. 2387).

REVISION AND PRINTING OF COM-
PILATION OF LAWS RELATING TO
THE REGULATION OF CERTAIN
CARRIERS

Mr. BUTLER, from the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, re-
ported favorably an original bill (S. 4145)
providing for the revision and printing
of a compilation of Federal laws relating
to the regulation of carriers subject to
the Interstate Commerce Act, and sub-
mitted a report (No. 2386) thereon,
which was read twice by its title and
ordered to be placed on the calendar.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were intro-
duced, read the first time, an<, by unan-
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imous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. THYE:

S.4140. A bill to provide for the settle-
ment of claims resulting from the crash of
a United States Navy plane at Minneapolis,
Minn,, on June 9, 1956; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. MORSE:

8.4141. A bill for the relief of Nicolaos
Papathanasiou; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. IVES:

S.4142. A bill for the relief of Nicolaos
Theocharous Grammatikos; and

8.4143. A bill to provide for an additional
payment of $165,000 to the village of High-
land Falls, N. Y., toward the cost of the water
filtration plant constructed by such village;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WOFFORD:

8. 4144. A bill to authorize the city of Rock
Hill, 8. C., to acquire certain tribal lands on
the Catawba Indian Reservation, 8. C.; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. BUTLER:

8.4145. A bill providing for the revision
and printing of a compilation of Federal
laws relating to the regulation of carriers
subject to the Interstate Commerce Act;
placed on the calendar.

(See reference to above bill, when reported
by Mr. Burrer, from the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce, which ap-
pears under the heading “Reports of Com-
mittees.”)

By Mr. GORE (for himself, Mr. ANDER-
soN, Mr. JacksoN, and Mr. PASTORE) :

5.4146. A bill providing for a ecivillan
atomic power acceleration program; to the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy.

By Mr. WELEER:

8. 4147 A bill to deny soclal-security bene-
fits to employees of the Communist Party
and its affiliated organizations; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Mr. SCOTT:

5. 4148. A bill for the relief of Way Tong
Jung, Kin Eoo Jung, Chor Yen Jung, Eoo
Ming Jung, and Poy Eee .mng, to the Com-~
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina
(by request) :

5.4140. A bill to implement a treaty and
agreement with the Republic of Panama, by
amending the Classification Act of 1949, as
amended; to the Committee on Post Office
and Clvil Service.

By Mr. BUTLER:

8.J.Res. 187. Joint resolution to extend
the operation of the Emergency Ship Repair
Act of 1954; to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce.

(See the remarks of Mr. BuTLER When he
introduced the above joint resolution, which
appear under a separate heading.)

EXTENSION OF GREETINGS TO
CITY OF ORANGE, N. J.

Mr. CASE of New Jersey (for himself
and Mr. SmitH of New Jersey) submit-
ted the following resolution (S. Res.
301), which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary:

Whereas the city of Orange In the county
of Essex ls observing this year the 150th
anniversary of the granting of a charter by
the Legislature of the State of New Jersey;
and

Whereas the eity of Orange has played an
fmportant role in the growth and develop-
ment of Essex County, the State of New Jer-
sey, and the Nation; and

Whereas the city of Orange has given to
the Nation and the State of New Jersey many
leading citizens and was an early center of
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industry and the arts in the 19th century;
and

Whereas by action of the mayor and board
of commissioners of such city there has been
appointed a citizens' sesquicentennial com-
mittee to prepare for appropriate observance
of the historic occasion when the city of
Orange was partitioned from the city of
Newark, November 27, 1806: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the Senate hereby extends
its greetings and felicitations to the city
of Orange, Essex County, N. J., on the cele-
bration of its sesquicentennial, and ex-
presses its appreciation for the splendid
services rendered to the Nation by the citi-
zens of the city of Orange during the past
150 years.

NICOLAOS PAPATHANASIOU

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I intro-
duce for appropriate reference, a bill for
the relief of Nicolaos Papathanasiou.

This young man, a citizen of Greece,
was employed as a cadet officer in the
Hellenic merchant marine until 1950
when he joined a United States merchant
ship. The United States Coast Guard
subsequently issued merchant marine
documents to him that were validated
for emergency service also. In Septem-
ber 1950 Mr. Papathanasiou voluntarily
arranged to be drafted and was inducted
into the United States Army in October
of 1951. He served overseas in Germany
in the transportation branch of the Army
in 1952 and was separated from the serv-
ice September 10, 1953.

Among his documents is a letter of
commendation from his commanding
officer, Lt. Col. Samuel E. Sax, praising
him for his conscientious attitude and
efficient performance.

Here is a young man who says his one
desire since he attended the American
College of Athens in Athens, Greece, was
to become a citizen of the United States.
He says: “My spirit, heart, and soul are
dedicated to the ideals of the American
Nation and way of life.”

Since Mr. Papathanasiou has been in
this country he has conducted himself
with dignity and honor and has in every
way shown his appreciation of our demo-
cratic processes.

The bill provides that Mr. Papatha-
nasiou be granted permanent residence
and that the Secretary of State shall in-
struct the proper quota-control officer
to deduct one number from the appro-
priate quota for the first year that such
quota is available.

When I was in Portland, Oreg., a few
days ago I had a conference with Father
Angelo Gavalas, of the Greek Orthodox
Church. I had the conference at his
request. Father Gavalas explained to
me that this man was an exemplary
member of his parish and that, if he is
allowed to remain in this country and
become an American citizen, he plans to
prepare himself for the priesthood.

I have gone into this case very care-
fully because I do not believe a Senator
has the moral right to introduce a bill
in the Senate which will have the effect
of holding a man in this country, if such
Senator is not satisfied the man is a fit
subject to remain in the country.

Here we have a young Greek who has
served our country in the armed services
after having been inducted voluntarily,
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and who has come out of the military
service with the commendation of his
commanding officer. It would be a great
mistake to deport this young man, with-
out first giving careful consideration to
all the merits of his case. I deeply re-
gret this case has been called to my at-
tention so late in the session, because I
believe the appropriate committee of the
Senate should have adequate time in
which to accomplish a study of the case.

However, I sincerely hope that if the
committee finds in the closing days of
the session it cannot take final action in
the case, our Immigration Service will
recognize the surrounding circumstances
which have caused me to introduce the
bill and will hold up deportation pro-
ceedings at least until the next session
of Congress, and until another bill can
be introduced and a thorough study of
the case can be made.

I am satisfled that here is a young
man who in the interest of justice and
equity is deserving of being allowed to
remain in this country.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred.

The bill (S. 4141) for the relief of
Nicolaos Papathanasiou, introduced by
Mr. MoRrsE, was received, read twice by
its title, and referred to the Comm.lt.tee
on the Judiciary.

EXTENSION OF EMERGENCY SHIP
REPAIR ACT OF 1954

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, a
joint resolution to extend the operation
of the Emergency Ship Repair Act of
1954, Public Law 608, of the 83d Con-

gress.

I should like to say a few words about
the background of the Emergency Ship
Repair Act of 1954, and the justification,
or, indeed, better yet, the urgent neces-
sity for promptly extending that act
until at least July 1, 1958.

During the 2d session of the 83d Con-
gress, when I had the honor to serve as
chairman of the Water Transportation
Subcommittee of the Senate Interstate
and Foreign Commerce Committee, I in-
troduced S. 3546, a bill which was de-
signed to provide an immediate program
for the modernization and improvement
of certain key vessels in our laid-up na-
tional defense reserve fleet. By key
vessels I mean only those determined to
be necessary for the defense of this
country in time of break-out emergency.

As drafted, the bill authorized the
Secretary of Commerce, within 6 months
after the date of enactment, to enter
into contracts for the repair, moderniza-
tion, and conversion of certain vessels in
the national defense reserve fleet to pro-
vide, for the purpose of national defense,
an adequate and ready reserve fleet.
The amount, of the contract authority in
the bill as drafted was limited to $45
million. The contracts were required to
be placed with private shipbuilding and
ship repair yards. The bill further pro-
vided that such contracts should be
entered into in accordance with appli-
cable provisions of the Federal Property
and Administrative Services Act of 1949.



11324

Senators will recall that at that time,
in June 1954, our privately owned Amer-
ican shipbuilding and ship repair yards
were in desperate straits. In July 1954
Fortune magazine ran a feature article
entitled “Gloom in the Shipyards.”
Therein it said:

The United States shipbuilding industry
is not in danger of disappearing overnight,
but it is quite sick—sicker, in fact, than any
other major United States industry, with the
possible exception of soft coal.

Therefore, there is no doubt that one
of the factors which contributed to the
need for, and passage of, the emergency
ship repair bill was the plight of our
privately owned shipbuilding and ship
repair yards.

However, Mr. President—and this I
want to emphasize—the emergency ship
repair bill was in no way a “make work”
program. In the thousands of vessels
which comprise our national defense re-
serve fleet, the Secretary of Commerce,
after consultation with defense author-
ities, designated only 205 as “key vessels”
which should, under this program, be
put in “immediately ready” status so
that in the event of national emergency
we would not have to spend 3 to 6
months in repairing them before they
could be put into active service.

While the original Emergency Ship
Repair Act authorized the making of
contracts by the Secretary of Commerce
for the repair of vessels in amounts not
to exceed $25 million, in a wise spirit of
caution we appropriated only $18 mil-
lion with, I believe, the understanding
that we would appropriate the addi-
tional $7 million after we had had sub-
stantial experience in doing $18 million
worth of repairs to however many of the
2056 ships it took to use up the sum
appropriated.

As the sponsor of this bill, I felt it
my duty to keep in close touch with the
Department of Commerce so that I could
report, from time to time, to the Senate
the progress being made. I am happy
indeed to be able to announce that the
authorities of the Maritime Administra-
tion feel that the program has been a
successful and wise one within the limits
of the $18 million appropriated. How-
ever, of the 205 vessels originally desig-
nated, 67 remain unrepaired and the
$18 million has been exhausted. There-
fore, I introduce a joint resolution in the
nature of an amendment to the Emer-
gency Ship Repair Act of 1954. This
joint resolution would extend the time
for entering into contracts for repair—
expiring August 20, 1956. I believe this
is all that is necessary by way of en-
abling legislation to permit us to con-
clude the original program.

I ask unanimous consent that the joint
resolution be printed in the REecorp at
this point.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
joint reselution will be received and ap-
propriately referred; and, without oh-
jection, the joint resolution will be
printed in the REcorb.

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 187) to
extend the operation of the Emergency
Ship Repair Act of 1954, introduced by
Mr. BUTLER, was received, read twice by
its title, referred to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, and
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ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

Resolved, ete., That section 4 of the Emer-
gency Ship Repair Act of 1854 (Public Law
608, 83d Cong.) is amended by striking out
the words “within 24 months after date of
enactment of this act,” and inserting in
place thereof ‘‘before July 1, 1958."

OPPOSITION TO DISCRIMINATORY
ACTION AGAINST CITIZENS BE-
CAUSE OF RELIGION—ADDITION=-
AL COSPONSORS OF RESOLUTION

Under authority of the order of the
Senate of June 27, 1956,

The names of Mr. Busyx, Mr. IvEs, Mr.
Jackson, Mr. NEgLy, Mr. PASTORE, Mr.
Durr, Mr. KucHEL, Mr. NEUBERGER, Mr.
MacNUsoON, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. HUMPHREY
of Minnesota, and Mr. CHAVEZ Wwere
added as cosponsors of the resolution
(S. Res. 208) opposing diseriminatory
action against United States citizens be-
cause of religious faith or affiliations,
submitted by Mr. LEaMan (for himself
and other Senators) on June 27, 1956.

NOTICE OF HEARING ON H. R. 3073
FOR THE RELIEF OF THE SIG-
FRIED OLSEN SHIPPING CO.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina
(for Mr. KEFAUVER). Mr. President, on
behalf of a subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, notice is hereby
given of a public hearing that will be
held on Monday, July 2, 1956, at 1 p. m,,
in room 424, Senate Office Building, on
H. R. 3073, a bill for the relief of the
Sigfried Olsen Shipping Co. At the in-
dicated time and place those interested
in the proposed legislation will be af-
forded an opportunity to be heard.

The subcommittee consists of the Sen-
ator from South Carolina [Mr. JoHN-
ston]; the Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. Lancer], and myself, chairman.

PINGFONG NGO CHUNG AND PEARL
WAH CHUNG

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate the amendments of the
House of Representatives to the bill
(8. 1375) for the relief of Pingfong Ngo
Chung and Pearl Wah Chung, which
were to strike out all after the enacting
clause and insert:

That, for the purposes of the Immigration
and Nationality Act, Plngfong Ngo Chung,
Pearl Wah Chung, Dorothy May Ackermann,
Dr. Mahmood Sajjadi, and Wan Ngo Lim
shall be held and considered to have been
lawfully admitted to the United States for
permanent residence as of the date of the
enactment of this act, upon payment of the
required visa fees. Upon the granting of
permanent residence to each alien as pro-
vided for in this act, if such allen was
classifiable as a quota immigrant at the time
of the enactment of this act, the Becretary
of State shall Instruct the proper quota-con-
trol officer to reduce by one the gquota for the
quota area to which the allen is chargeable
for the first year that such quota is available,

And to amend the title so as to read:
“A bill for the relief of certain aliens.”
Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, on
January 16, 1956, the Senate passed S.
1375, to grant the status of permanent
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residence in the United States to the two
beneficiaries. On June 19, 1956, the
House of Representatives passed S. 1375,
with amendments to include the bene-
ficiaries of three similar individual Sen-
ate bills.

The amendments are acceptable, and
I move that the Senate concur in the
House amendments to S. 1375.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Mississippi.

The motion was agreed to.

TOINI MARGARETA HEIN

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate the amendment of the
House of Representatives to the bill (S.
2842) for the relief of Toini Margareta
Heino, which was to strike out all after
the enacting clause and insert: .

That, notwithstanding the provisions of
section 212 (a) (9) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act, Toini Margareta Heino may
be issued a visa and admitted to the United
States for permanent membership if she is
found to be otherwise admissible under the
provisions of such act: Provided, That this
shall apply only to a ground for exclusion
of which the Department of State or the
Department of Justice had knowledge prior
to the enactment of this act.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, on
June 19, 1956, the Senate passed S. 2842,
to waive an excluding provision of exist-
ing law in behalf of the beneficiary. On
the same date, the House of Representa-
tives passed S. 2842, by substituting the
language of a similar House bill, which
made no substantive changes in the bill.

The amendment is acceptable, and I
move that the Senate concur in the
House amendment to S. 2842,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
auestion is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Mississippi.

The motion was agreed to.

AHMET HALDUN KOCA TASKIN

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid
before the Senate the amendments of the
House of Representatives to the bill
(8. 245) for the relief of Ahmet Haldun
Koca Taskin, which were to strike out
all after the enacting clause and insert:

That, notwithstanding the provision of
section 212 (a) (22) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act, Ahmet Haldun Koca Taskin
may be issued a visa and admitted to the
United States for permanent residence if he
is found to be otherwise admissible under
the provisions of that act: Provided, That
nothing in this section of this act shall be
construed to waive the provisions of section
315 of the Immigration and Nationality Act
as they apply to the said Ahmet Haldun
Eoca Taskin,

Sec. 2. Notwithstanding the provision of
section 212 (a) (9) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act, Ursula Jadwiga Milarski
Goodman may be issued a visa and admitted
to the United States for permanent residence
if she is found to be otherwise admissible
under the provisions of that act.

SEec. 3. The exemptions provided for in this
act shall apply only to grounds for exclusion
of which the Department of State or the
Department of Justice had knowledge prior
to the enactment of this act.

And to amend the title so as to read:
“An act for the relief of Ahmet Haldun
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Koca Taskin and Ursula Jadwiga Milar-
ski Goodman.”

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, on
March 28, 1955, the Senate passed S. 245,
to waive a ground of inadmissibility in
behalf of the beneficiary. On June 19,
1956, the House of Representatives
passed S. 245 with amendments to in-
clude the beneficiary of one similar Sen-
ate bill.

The amendments are acceptable, and
I move that the Senate concur in the
House amendments to S. 245.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Mississippi.

The motion was agreed to.

TERESA LUCIA CILLI AND GUISEPPE
CORRADO CILLI

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate the amendments of the
House of Representatives to the bill
(8. 1814) for the relief of Teresa Lucia
Cilli and Guiseppe Corrado Cilli, which
were, after line 8, to insert:

SEec. 2. For the purposes of sections 101 (a)
(27) (A) and 205 of the Immigration and
Nationality Act, the minor child, Manda
Pauline Petricevie, shall be held and con-
gldered to be the natural-born allen child
of Mr. and Mrs. Paul G. Schuldt, citizens of
the United States.

And to amend the title so as to read:
“An act for the relief of Teresa Lucia
Cilli, Guiseppe Corrado Cilli, and Manda
Pauline Petricevic.”

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, on
March 19, 1956, the Senate passed
S. 1814, to grant to two minor children
to be adopted by a United States citizen
the status of nonquota immigrants,
which is the status normally enjoyed by
the alien minor children of citizens of
the United States. On June 19, 1956, the
House of Representatives passed S. 1814,
with amendments to include the benefi-
ciary of one similar individual Senate
bill.

The amendments are acceptable, and
I move that the Senate concur in the
House amendments to S. 1814,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Mississippi.

The motion was agreed to.

DEATH OF FORMER SENATOR
THOMAS R. UNDERWOOD, OF
EKENTUCKY

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, it is
with extreme sadness that I announce
to the Senate today the death of a for-
mer member of this body and a distin-
guished son of Kentucky, Tom Under-
wood. He passed away in his hometown
of Lexington this morning.

In his passing, Kentucky has lost one
of its finest citizens; his community has
lost one who had contributed much to
its good; his family has lost a devoted
husband and father, and I have lost one
“of the finest friends I have ever had over
a period of 40 years.

Tom Underwood was a classmate of
mine at the University of Kentucky. We
continued our friendship throughout our
adult life. In 1947, he gave of his time
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and his great talents to manage my
campaign when I was a candidate for
governor. I then had the privilege of
working with him in that official ca-
pacity. Later I was privileged to serve
with him in Washington in the House of
Representatives. When he came to the
Senate to fill the vacancy and complete
the unexpired term following the pass-
ing of another distinguished classmate
of ours, Virgil Chapman, I was privilezed
to serve with him in this body, in the
years 1951 and 1952.

I shall miss him. There are few in
Kentucky whose passing would occasion
a greater loss to us than that of Thomas
R. Underwood.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I associate myself with the tribute
which my colleague and friend from
Kentucky [Mr. CLEmENTS] has paid to
former Senator Tom Underwood. He
was a very genuine person, and was one
of my best friends during my service in
both the House and Senate. He was al-
ways cooperative, always willing to bear
more than his share of the load. I con-
sidered him a highly competent legisla-
tor. He was a true and genuine friend.

To his wife and family Mrs. Johnson
and I send our deepest regrets.

Mr. CLEMENTS. I appreciate the
comments of the distinguished majority
leader, because I know in what high es-
teem Tom Underwood held the majority
leader, and, through service with both of
them, I know just what the majority
leader thought of Tom Underwood.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
wish to associate myself with the re-
marks of the senior Senator from Ken-
tucky and the majority leader.

I had the privilege and pleasure of
serving with our late colleague, Tom
Underwood, in both the House and Sen-
ate. To me, he was a man of sterling
character, fine ability, and great in-
tegrity.

On occasion I received copies of his
newspaper, and read it with great inter-
est. He was fair and dispassionate in
his discussion of the stories which he
was using in his newspaper. He com-
piled a fine and outstanding record while
a Member of the House of Representa-
tives and during his service as a Member
of the United States Senate.

It was with a great deal of sorrow that
I heard the news today of the passing
of our old friend. In view of the exem-
plary life which he led, I know that he is
going to a greater and just reward.

ADMISSION OF RED CHINA AND
OTHER COUNTRIES TO THE
UNITED NATIONS
Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent to have prinfed in

the Recorp at this point a letter which

I, as chairman of the Internal Security

Subcommittee, sent to Secretary of State

John Foster Dulles yesterday.

This letter asks the Secrefary of State
to disclose the identity of the United
States officials who are issuing stories
that the United States cannot exclude
Red China from the United Nations be-
yond the next session of the General

_Assembly, and that the State Depart-
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ment may have to adopt a more flexible
attitude toward Yugoslavia and other
halfway allies of the Reds. Representa-
tive Juop, in testimony before the sub-
committee, has told us how dangerous
these leaks are.

I hope to have an early answer to this
letter.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the unanimous-con-
sent request?

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

JUNE 28, 1956,
Hon. JoEN FosSTER DULLES,
The Secretary of State,
Department of State,
Washington, D. C.

Dear MR. SECRETARY: On May 31 of this
year, Congressman WarTer H. Jupp testified
at length about security matters before the
Senate Internal Security Subcommittee.
Among other things, he testified to the fact
that from time to time systematic leaks
seem to emanate from Government depart-
ments, the effect of which is to induce a
conditioning of public opinion that is favor-
able to the Communist cause. I quote from
his testimony as follows:

“Another thing—the leaks that come to
the press. Here is one recently. All of you
have seen in the press for 6 months repeated
stories, especially from certain columnists,
that the United States is going to recognize
Communist China, and, after the next elec-
tion, the United Nations Assembly will meet
and cdmit Communist China to the United
Nations. I asked about it 2 or 3 times down
at the State Department, if this is true. It
has been denied completely by everybody at
the top.

“Finally, one came out a few weeks ago
in a Kiplinger Letter. It sald that at one
of these conferences it was tentatively agreed
that this should be done. It would be denied
officially, the letter said, but the fact is the
United States is going to recognize Commu-
nist China and not veto its entrance into
the United Nations.

“I called up keymen and said, '"Has there
been a change?’

“They said, ‘No; we saw it, too. There is
not a word of truth in it.”

“Now, the newspapers didn't think that
up. Somebody in the Department told them
that. This is the thing that goes on again
and again. Leaks go out from underlings
that this is what our policy is going to be.
Now, we are going to recognize Communist
China

“That iz not the President’s policy. That
is not Mr. Dulles’ policy. That is not the
policy of the Far East Division. Yet, some-
where down in the State Department or in
the Pentagon or the Natlonal BSecurity
Council or somewhere there are people who
passed this out. You go to the press people
and they won't reveal their sources. I don't
blame them.

“But this is handed to them as inside dope
to pass out to their readers. This is the way
in which they shift the thinking of the peo-
ple toward further appeasement of the Com=-
munists.”

I write this letter to call your attention to
what would seem to be still another instance
of what Congressman Jupp complains about,
in the July 2 issue of Newsweek. There, on
page 13, under the heading Washington
Trends, item No. 1 reads:

“RED CHINA IN THE U. N.

“Privately, responsible United States of-
ficials have about reached this concluslon:
The Unlited States probably can't exclude Red
China from the United Nations beyond the
next session of the General Assembly, Which
.is due to convene in November, after the
United States elections.
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“Admission of Peking cannot be blocked by
veto since the matter will come up in the
General Assembly, not the Security Council.
This is because the issue is not one of ad-
mission but of determining which regime will
represent China.

“They also believe the United States may
have to adopt a more flexible attitude toward
neutrals and even such halfway allies of the
Reds as Yugoslavia.

“Their reasoning: Developing of national
communism, as distinet from satellite com-
munism, will treate opportunities which
America can and must exploit in the years
which lie ahead.

“Note: There will be vigorous dissenters in
both parties. Senator Wiiam F. EKnow-
LAND, of California, GOP floor leader, may lead
a movement to take the United States out
of the U. N. if Red China is admitted."”

As chairman of the Internal S8ecurity Sub-
committee, I am acutely aware of the serious
damage that such reports are doing, not only
here at home, but among our friends abroad.
I write this letter to ask you if you will un-
dertake to determine who are “the respon-
gible United States officials” who have in-
formed Newsweek that “the United States
probably can't exclude Red China from the
United Nations beyond the next session of
the General Assembly.” I ask you also to
determine who are the United States officials
who “believe the United States may have to
adopt a more flexible attitude toward neu-
trals and even such halfway allies of the Reds
as Yugoslavia.”

I write this with the realization that you
feel as strong as I do that these stories are
seriously undermining the foreign policy of
the United States.

Sincerely yours,
James O. EASTLAND,
Chairman, Internal Security Sub-
committee.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. EASTLAND. T yield.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I noticed in the
press that the distinguished chairman of
the committee had addressed a letter to
the Secretary of State. I hope when he
receives a reply he will make his informa-
tion available to the Senate. I have seen
articles in magazines and newspapers
with reference to the subject to which
the Senator has referred. To the best of
my knowledge, it certainly does not rep-
resent the policy at the highest level of
the Government. If there are those in
the lower echelons in the Government
who are deliberately throwing up these
trial balloons in an attempt to change
American foreign policy, I think we
should know who they are and let them
have the responsibility for it.

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. EASTLAND. Letme say first that
I entirely agree with the distinguished
Senator from California, and the infor-
mation will be made available to the Sen-
ate if we receive it.

Now I yield to the Senator from
Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. I join with the Senator
from Mississippi in his search for the evi-
dence he is asking for in his letter to the
Secretary of State. If there is going on
within this Government a “creeping up,”
shall I say, to the acceptance of the no-
tion of letting Red China into the United
Nations at this time, or to the recognition
of Red China, we had better know about
it in the Congress of the United States.
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I reiterate what I have said before that
I am one Member of the Senate who is
not going to support any move to admit
Red China to the United Nations or to
give her diplomatic recognition until Red
China demonstrates by her record that
she can be relied upon to keep her obli-
gations under existing international law.

On this question the Senator from
California and I have stood shoulder to
shoulder more than once, and I am sure
he joins with me in the position I take
this morning. There are several things
Red China must do—not merely talk
about—to prove that she can take her
seat in the family of peaceful nations.
One is to release every American soldier
and every American civilian now held in
Chinese prisons, contrary to existing in-
ternational law. Another is to proceed
to abide by the truce made in Eorea, and
to proceed to abide by one obligation
after another, under international law,
which she at this moment is violating.

On this issue let me say there is no
room, in my judegment, for division of
opinion in the Senate of the United
States. We are entitled to get the in-
formation for which the Senator from
Mississippi is asking.

Mr. President, I am disturbed by an-
other thing. I say this on the basis of
some news releases——

Mr. EASTLAND. At that point, let
me ask the Senator from Oregon a
question. Does the Senator not think

it is deplorable that those who have

been put in prison in Red China have
been forgotten?

Mr. MORSE. They have not been
forgotten here in the Senate.

Mr. EASTLAND. I know.

Mr. MORSE. Every once in a while
we try, I say most respectfully, to put the
pressure on to get some action in the
matter, not only through the State De-
partment, but through the United Na-
tions.

Mr. EASTLAND. May I make another
comment——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
2 minutes allowed for statements in the
morning hour have expired.

Mr. EASTLAND. I ask unanimous
consent to have 1 additional minute.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection? The Chair hears none,
and the Senator may proceed.

Mr. MORSE. I am disturbed about a
press report which is made on the Dono=-
van book, indicating that at one time the
President himself expressed some con-
ern about an alleged inflexible attitude
in regard to Red China and the United
Nations. I do not attribute it to the
President, but I am disturbed about a
book which attributes that attitude to
the President. I think we ought to know
if that is the President’s attitude. The
book is published, and it would be a very
simple matter for him either to confirm
or to deny what is said in it, in regard
to his alleged attitude.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr,
President, will the Senator from Mis-
sissippi yield to me?

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I
have relinquished the floor. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey can take the floor
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in his own right, and speak in his own
time.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, I wish to identify myself with what
the Senator from Mississippi, the Senator
from California, and the Senator from
Oregon have said this morning. I feel
confident regarding the attitude of the
State Department with respect to pro-
posals to admit Red China to the
United Nations.

Let me say that for some time I have
been identified with the movement in
opposition to the admission of Red China
to the United Nations; and in that con-
nection I have been associated with
Members of both the Senate and the
House of Representatives in taking steps
to have a plank in opposition to the ad-
mission of Red China to the United Na-
tions included this year in both the Re-
publican and the Democratic platforms,
I certainly hope that will be done.

Mr. President, I am aware of the un-
dercurrent of talk regarding this matter;
and I have been connected with the
United Nations, and know what is occur-
ring. All of us must stand together in
opposing any movement to admit Red
China to the United Nations,

BENEFITS FROM STUDY OF INDIAN
EDUCATION

Mr, GOLDWATER. Mr. President, on
Monday, June 18, the Senate, in its wis-
dom, passed Senate Joint Resolution 110,
which calls for a study of Indian educa-
tion. I was unable to be present that
day, because of the wedding of my oldest
daughter, which of course required my
presence in Arizona. Had I been here, I
would have made a few remarks in ex-
planation of this measure, which I intro-
duced earlier this year. A letter from
Dr. William Kelly, of the bureau of eth-
nic research of the University of Arizona,
so well explains the need for this pro-
posed legislation and so encompasses
what I would have said on the subject,
that I ask that it be printed in the Rec-
oRrp at this point as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA.
Tuscon, June 18, 19586,
Hon. BARRY GOLDWATER,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DeAR SENATOR GOLDWATER: The following is
in answer to your request for our analysis of
some of the benefits that might be expected
to result from a study of Indian education.

Such a study should, of course, be limited
to those areas where practicable and possible
changes can be made in existing policies and
methods. What I have to say is therefore
tentative and subject to revision 'in light of
recommendations to be made by the Bureau
of Indian Affairs.

Indian education: Your resolution asks
for a study and investigation of the “educa-
tion problems of Indian children from non-
English-speaking homes.”

As was pointed out by the Arizona sub-
committee on Indian education, problems
in Indian education have now shifted, for
the first time, from the task of placing In-
dians in school to the task of finding more
economical and efficient methods in Indian
education. Crucial problems revolve around
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methods for dealing with children from non-
English-speaking homes.

Great dependence is rightly placed upon
the system of formal education as the most
efflective means for bringing the American
Indian population into a satisfactory adjust-
ment with the non-Indian way of life, This
is one reason why more than ordinary ex-
cellence should be demanded of the Indian
school system.

On the score of costs, there Is an equally
potent reason for continued refinement of
Indian school methods. Natlonal figures are
not available, but data compiled on the cost
of educating Indian children in Arizona tell
the story:

1. Enrollment of Arizona Indian children
in Federal schools during 1954-56 totaled
15,068.

2. The cost of operating the schools, not
including construction costs and some ad-
ministrative costs, was about $10,956,800.
The per capita cost was approximately
$727.15,

3. The per capita cost of educating non-
Indians in Arizona elementary schools, dur-
ing the same year, was approximately $271.

The principal reason for the difference in
costs is the necessity for maintaining board-
ing schools for about two-thirds of the Ari-
zona Indlan children in Federal schools.

Under such ecircumstances, where nearly
two-thirds of the cost of education is de-
voted to student maintenance and one-third
to education itself, no argument for highest
efficiency in the classroom seems necessary.
This is doubly true when it is intended that
the school system itself play a major part
in correcting the situation that requires the
maintenance of boarding schools.

Efficlency in the Indian classroom is not
merely a matter of professional skills and
perfected curricula., The performance of the
child, his willingness and ability to learn,
also relate very definitely to the total Indian
situation and most particularly to the na-
ture of the triangular relationship between
the child, the teacher, and the parent. This
is especially true where parents do not speak
English or where, for any reason, they do not
understand the methods, purposes, and goals
of education for their children.

To gain the greatest benefit from the
study suggested in your resolution it is
recommended that the investigation be
started with a review of the results of ex-
perience in various situations in Indian edu-
cation, such as the Navaho b&-year pro-
gram, and combine this with a survey of the
results of educational studies, world wide,
in situations where special methods have
been used for introducing European or
American civilization to nonliterate people
by means of formal education.

On the basis of these studies, and with the
help of education specialists in the Indian
Service, a program of research to discover
answers to some of the critical problems in
American Indian education can be carried
through. It should be pointed out in this
connection, as mentioned above, that re-
search of this kind must be turned very
sharply to the areas of school operation
where change is consldered by the Bureau
of Indlan Affairs to be practical and possi-
ble. '

Transfer of Indians to public schools; Your
resolution also calls for a study of the
“possibility of establishing a more orderly,
equitable, and acceptable program for trans-
ferring Indian children to public schools.”

The problem, together with present State
and Federal policies, should be reviewed and
reported, It is possible that a new and
acceptable approach could thus be suggested,
but no large sums of money ghould be ex-
pended for this purpose. The present situa-
tion is, in many respects, based upon histori-
cal, legal, and self-interest aspects which no
amount of study and reporting could change.
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In some instances, however, attitudes and
opinions, especially of local school-district
officials, are based upon incomplete informa-
tion and inadequate reports. Where this is
the case, data should be gathered and a sys-
tem established for the malntenance of
necessary information.

State and local officials, for instance, are
often reluctant to assume responsibility for
Indian education because they do not know
what is involved or what to expect in the
future. At the present time there is no
adequate record, for instance, of the num-
bers of Indian children, by age and grade,
in all schools (public, mission, and Federal).
Much more serious, there are no reliable
demographic studies of Indian populations
so that accurate forecasts can be made of
future Indian enrollment, particularly in
the more expensive high-school grades.

Of equal importance in determining State
and Federal responsibility for Indian educa-
tion is the local economic condition of Indian
families, the extent of their tax contribu-
tion, and the extent of taxable property
within school districts on Indian reserva=-
tions.

It is recommended that the study to be
authorized by your resolution determine,
first, the extent of the need for this kind of
information and, second, a practical and
feasible method for maintaining and process-
ing the necessary records. The study prob-
ably should not, in this instance, gather the
field data since this work could no doubt be
done more efficiently and economically by
Bureau of Indian Affairs personnel.

A revised system for maintaining and
processing record cards on Indian school-
children would serve the further purpose of
providing the Bureau of Indian Affairs with
invaluable data on the total Indian popula-
tion, particularly with reference to shifting
residence patterns, family size, family in-
come, occupational interests, and similar
matters.

The Bureau of Indian Affairs, given the
Federal poliey of terminating special services
for Indians, and the nature of the problems
it must now solve, is operating in an infor-
mation vacuum. There are no reliable re-
ports being prepared on even the simplest
and most basic kinds of statistical data.
Federal-State relations with respect to In-
dian education, as well as many other aspects
of Indian administration, would be served
by study and experiment leading to the
establishment of such reports.

Indians in public schools: Over and above
the financial responsibility for educating In-
dian children in public schools, is the mat-
ter of determining under what situations
and circumstances the Indians themselves
are to be benefitted through public school
education, as opposed to Federal school edu-
cation.

This is an area, so far as we have been
able to determine, of almost total ignorance.
It is assumed, on logical grounds, that In-
dian adjustment to white soclety will be
hastened if Indian children come into close
and dally contact with non-Indian children
in the school environment. Circumstances
and conditions vary from place to place and
these should be studied, not only to test the
basic assumption, but to discover the nature
of those situations where Indian children
are deriving the greatest benefits from public
school education.

Scientific verification of more rapid Indian
economic and social development as the re-
sult of public school influence could pro-
duce an understanding among local people
of the possibilities for the creation of hu-
man resources in the Indian population
which would outweigh financial and other
arguments which have been advanced in op-
position to the idea of public school educa-
tion for Indian children.
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1t is true that the Bureau of Indian Affairs
has made great strides over the country in
transferring Indian children to public
schools. This is only part of the task. The
other, which will be needed for some years
to come, is to demonstrate to Indian parents
and to local taxpayers that the transfer was
a wise and necessary action.

It is recommended, therefore, that the
study of Indian education include a com-=-
parative study of Indian children in a sample
of varying school attendance situations.

Study costs: It would be unwise, in my
opinion, to undertake extensive and detalled
studies that, under the terms of your reso-
lution, must be completed within 2 years.
The Congress, and the American people,
especially the Indian people, are not entirely
convinced that soclial science and educa-
tional studies can result in solid benefit for
the Indians concerned. A relatively modest
beginning under the authorization of your
resolution could lay the foundation for more
profitable and acceptable studies later on.
It would be premature for us to attempt to
determine the exact cost, but competent
initial studies, covering the essential points
as outlined above, could perhaps be made for
no more than $200,000.

I appreciate this opportunity to be of
some assistance to you in this matter, and
I sincerely hope that our comments will be
helpful to you.

Yours very sincerely,
Witriam H. KEELLY,
Director, Bureau of Ethnic Research.

UNUSUAL WAY IN WHICH HELLS
CANYON PROJECT BILLS HAVE
REACHED THE CALENDARS OF
BOTH HOUSES

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
indignation is growing in this country,
and rightly so, against the unusual way
the Hells Canyon project bills have
reached the calenders of both Houses of
Congress. These manipulations would
put to shame the most skillful operator
of the age-old shell game; and even Hou-
dini himself, if he were alive, would have
difficulty imagining that such could be
done. To indicate this growing wave of
feeling, I have selected editorials from
4 newspapers in 4 different States of the
Union. I ask that they be printed at
this point in the REecorp, in connection
with my remarks.

There being no objection, the editorials
were ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

[From the Austin (Tex.) American of
June 21, 1956]
FepeEral, POWER ForceES PusH HALF BILLION
Dam

Hungry for issues in this election year,
Democrats on Capitol Hill appear ready to
stage a big battle over a Federal dam at Hells
Canyon, opposed by the Eisenhower admin-
istration. Their hope would be thus to dram-
atize their a.dvocacy of ‘p‘llb!lc power and
their dissatisfaction which the administra-
tion's preference for development of natural
resources by private industry.

Hells Canyon, a deep and narrow gorge
separating eastern Oregon from western
Idaho, has been a subject of controversy for
years. As Secretary of the Interior Douglas
McEay, now running for United States Sen-
ator in Oregon against Senator WAYNE MORSE
(Democrat), in May 1953 withdrew a long-
standing opposition of that Department to
the application of the Idaho Power Co. for
permission to build three smaller dams in
the canyon.
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The Federal Power Commission on July 27,
1955, handed down & unanimous decision
favoring the company’s application for a 50-
year license to build the 3 dams on a
100-mile stretch of the Snake River. These
dams would flood the site of the proposed
Federal Hells Canyon Dam.

The company already has begun work on
2 of the 3 dams. The FPC on June 15 an-
nounced that it had authorized the company
to issue $20 million in promissory notes to
finance construction of one of the dams, but
the National Hells Canyon Association and
other public power groups are challenging the
company’s license in the United States Court
of Appeals.

And Senator MorsE and 29 other Senators,
including the 2 North Dakota Republicans,
WiLriam LanGeER and MintonN R. YounG, are
backing a bill to authorize Federal construc-
tion of a high dam at Hells Canyon. After
the death of Senator Alben W. Barkley (Dem=-
ocrat, Kentucky) the Democratic leadership
of the Senate switched Senator Russern B.
Long (Democrat, Louisiana), who had voted
against the bill In the Interior Committee,
over to the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee to fill the Barkley vacancy.

McEay in May 19556 outlined before the
Senate committee the administration’s oppo-
sition to the Federal dam. He did not specifi-
cally endorse the Idaho Power Co.'s project.
But he declared:

“We are firmly convinced that where a non-
Federal proposal can provide results which,
in terms of comprehensive development, are
reasonably comparable with those anticipated
from a Federal project, the people of the re-
gion should be encouraged to utilize in every
proper way the available capacities of public
or private organizations for doing the job on
& non-Federal basis under conditions fully
protecting the public interest.”

The Federal dam proposed by the Morse
bill and a companion bill in the House would
be built at a cost of $500 million. By com-
parison, the private power company would
spend only about $250 million on its three
dams and transmission lines. And it would
pay close to $10 million a year in taxes on
the project.

Even so, Democrats are calling the grant-
ing of a license to Idaho Power Co. a “glve-
away.” BSenator RicHARD L. NEUBERGER (Dem-
ocrat, Oregon), who will campaign for MorsE
this year, called FPC support of the private
project a major step in the destruction of the
Army engineers’ master plan for the full de-
velopment of the power resources of the
Columbia Basin.

—

[From the Oregon Journal of June 22, 1956]
‘WaeRE EMOTION RULES

It now becomes pertinent to ask whether
the 11th hour drive in Congress to push
through authorization of a high Hells Can-
yon dam is designed primarily to benefit the
region or reelect Democratic Congressmen in
key States.

The word sent down from Democratic
Chairman PauL BurrLer to Democratic lead-
ers in both houses would seem to indicate the
latter reason is paramount.

Comimittee reshuffiing following the death
of Senator Alben Barkley (Democrat of Ken-
tucky) has made it possibe to jar loose from
the Senate Interior Committee a Hells Can-
yon bill. Democrats on the House Interior
Committee are confident of sending out a
companion bill by having bought the vote
of Representative J. Encar CHENOWETH (Re-
publican of Colorado) in return for their
support of the Frylngpan-Arkansas proj-
ect in his State. Whether Hells Canyon leg-
islation can be forced through before the
planned mid-July adjournment is & matter
of speculation. Even if it can, it seems un-
likely President Eisenhower will sign it in
view of his past attitude.

What must be borne in mind is that even
if a high Hells Canyon dam is authorized,
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authorization doesn’t mean construction. It
could be years before any money s appro-
priated. This has been the experience with
many other projects in the Columbia basin.
And even after the go-ahead construction
would require 6 to 8 years.

Meanwhile, Idaho Power Co. 1s proceeding
with the bullding of Brownlee Dam, largest
of the three for which it has approval from
the Federal Power Commission. It has 1,000
men at work and already has built a tunnel
2,500 feet long and 38 feet in diameter, for
the purpose of diverting Snake River waters
at the low water period this summer.

If it is not stopped, it will be producing
power from Brownlee in the summer of
1058. This dam is expected to yield 414,000
kilowatts, and any of these not needed by
Idaho Power will be fed into the Northwest
power pool. Immediately upon Brownlee's
completion, Idaho Power will start construc-
tion on Oxbow and follow it with low Hells
Canyon. The three will produce 783,400 kil-
owatts, nearly as much as high Hells Canyon.

Brownlee is consistently referred to as a
low dam. It will be 895 feet high, one of
the 15 highest in the world. For the kinds
of flows produced by the main stem of the
Snake, its effectiveness in lowering flood
crests in the lower Columbia would not be
greatly less than that of high Hells Canyon,
even in such a high runoff year as this one.
Army engineerrs’ figures prove the real flood
control problem lies elsewhere than the main
stem of the Snake.

In our view, the difference in power and
flood control which high Hells Canyon would
offer is not great enough to justify perhaps
a 10-year delay in time and more than triple
cost.

Wouldn't it be wiser, as one of our readers
has suggested, to put the money high Hells
Canyon would cost into other Columbia
Basin projects which will furnish more ef-
fective flood control, and let Idaho Power
get on with a project that will provide sub-
stantial benefits to the region?

It is unfortunate that Hells Canyon has
been regarded, on both sides, as a symbol of
the private versus public power issue. The
Journal, which believes in both public and
private power, has never regarded it so.
Here is a place where emotion has replaced
reason, to the detriment, we belleve, of our
region.

——

[From the San Francisco News of June 20,
1956]

PoLrTics 1N HELLS CANYON

For years now, there has been a political
tussle—fanatical at times—over who bullds
what dams in Hells Canyon, Idaho.

The New Dealers have wanted the taxpay-
ers to put up a single dam, to cost some half-
billion dollars.

President Eisenhower has another policy.
He says the Government should help de-
velop natural resources—but only where
there is a national benefit and where private
enterprise can’t or won't do it.

So the Idaho Power Co., under license from
the Government, is ready to go ahead with a
series of three smaller dams, to cost half as
much as the Government project would have
cost.

And private enterprise, unlike Govern-
ment-owned projects, pay taxes—which is
a double relief to the taxpayers.

In any case, the Democratic leadership in
Congress has worked up a political spectac-
ular out of this situation. It is hauling out
of committee bills to authorize construction
of the Federal dam.

The idea is not so much to get the dam
built, but to get votes for Demoecratic candi-
dates—especially Senators Mogsk, of Oregon,
and Macnuson, of Washington., The Demo-
crats figure President Eisenhower would
veto the bill, as he doubtless would. But
they estimate the veto would enhance their
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claim that by letting prilvate, taxpaying
enterprise develop these resources, the ad-
ministration is “giving away” public prop=-
erty.

How much “giveaway"” there is in pouring
taxpayer money into something private
capital can do is a question they don't an-
swer, of course.

Politics. It’s wonderful.

[From the Idaho Daily Statesman, Bolse,
Idaho, of June 8, 1956]

MRg. RAYBURN DEMANDS A TRADE

Congressman CHENOWETH, of Colorado, ad-
mitted Wednesday that he had agreed to
change his previous stand =against Hells
Canyon and give it committee support to
allow it to come to the House floor. The
Colorado Representative said he had agreed
with Speaker Sam Raysurn that he would
trade his vote for a promise to force out
action on a Colorado dam, long bottled in
committee.

‘We have no way of knowing what the Idaho
delegation thinks of this political horse-
trading but we wonder how Mr. RAYBURN,
who not so long was rounding up sup-
port for the tidelands bill, which affected his
home State of Texas much the same way
Hells Canyon affects Idaho, fares with our
elected representatives. We believe that at
least three of the Members of the Idaho dele-
gation supported the Texan in the tidelands
matter. We also are sure that the Colorado
delegation was equally as helpful in that
States’ rights contest. But to get out a
Colorado dam, Mr. RAYSURN demands a trade.
If this is not hypocrisy of the first water,
it certainly is brazen politics.

As far as the Hells Canyon legislation is
concerned, it doesn't matter whether it passes
Congress or not. President Elsenhower will
veto any Hells Canyon bill that comes to
his desk and Congress does not have the
power to override such a veto.

Mr, Eisenhower will veto the bill for the
simple reason that his partnership plan, in
this instance especially, is really at work,
relieving the Federal Treasury of the expen-
diture of funds for power dams. Addition-
ally, the Hells Canyon leglslation is what the
Democrats believe will be a helpful gesture
to Senator WaYNE Morse, of Oregon, a late
comer in Democrat ranks. Mr, Eisenhower
is especially iInterested in that race. The
trade of Hells Canyon for one United States
Senator shows the respect the Democrats
have for either public opinion or the rights
of a small State.

No matter what happens, Idahoans have
learned that its delegation gains nothing by
supporting other States in their fights for
their resources. When the chips are down,
as they are at this time, the Democrats prove
to be of short memory and poor principle.

We hope either Senator WELKER or Senator
DwoORSHAK, or both of them, make this point
clear when and if Hells Canyon reaches the
Senate floor.

SENATOR GEORGE OF GEORGIA

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, during the debate yesterday and
the day before on the mutual security
bill, all of us were once again impressed
by the valuable and notable service
which the chairman of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee, the senior Senator
from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], is rendering
to the people of America and to all peo-
?le who yearn to be free and remain

ree.

The contribution which my colleague,
the Senator from Georgia, has made and
is making to the cause of peace and for
the sake of all humanity will be remem-
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bered and extolled when the history of
these difficult times is recorded. His
place in the history of the fight for peace
is absolutely secure.

He is one of the giants who all too in-
frequently are called to serve in this dis-
tinguished body.

Mr. President, today in the New York
Times there appears an editorial which
pays a very fine tribute to Senator
George and to the inspiring and moving
speech he delivered last Wednesday in
support of the pending mutual security
bill. I ask unanimous consent that the
editorial be printed in the body of the
REceorp at the conclusion of my remarks,

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

A PLEA BY SENATOR GEORGE

It is unlikely that the United States Senate
will often hear a more dramatic or moving
plea than that on behalf of the administra-
tion’s foreign-aid program made by Senator
WALTER F. GEORGE. Senator GEORGE is the
senior Member in point of service. He is
leaving the Senate at the end of this term
and this may have been his last great policy
speech. He is a member of the opposition
party and chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee. He has urged a reluctant Senate
to make no further cuts in our assistance
program and has asked Democrats and Re=-
publicans alike to support the President.

Senator GEORGE does not view this issue
in the light of expediency or superficial
economy. Obviously he does not view it in
any sense that could be called partisan. He
is seeking no personal advantage and no
political acclaim. He has said that he has
already had his reward for his services to
the Nation in the feeling that he has tried
to aid his country’s cause and may have been
able to do so. He gave & son to that cause.

This question of foreign aid, in his think-
ing, is a matter of morals. It involves the
leadership of the United States in world
affairs. It takes in broad areas of human
hopes and aspirations, of frustrations, fears
and dangers. It is not a problem for the
adding machine, but for the consclence. In
this connection he said to the Senate:

*“I cannot think that divine providence
has permitted us to become the responsible
leaders of the world only to break that hope
now. If the free peoples lose confidence in
us we will have disappointed the last hope
of mankind and we will have utterly failed
to justify the sacrifices of our heroic dead,
whose bodlies rest now in the blue waters of
nearly every ocean around the world.”

This is the strongest ground upon which
to make the case for our aid program. Sen-
ator GEOrRGE has suggested that it is a matter
of keeping faith, We must keep faith with
our allies and friends and with those help-
less ones who need us. We must keep faith
with ourselves and with our position of lead-
ership. We must keep faith with our own
traditions and with our own dead who died
for those traditions.

It is possible to question the fashion in
which some of our assistance is given and is
used. It does not seem possible to question
the moral ground upon which a plea such as
that of Benator GEORGE Is made nor possible
to be deaf to it.

RECENT LONG-RANGE GROWTH IN
ARIZONA

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
those of us who live in the youngest State
in the Nation have every reason to be
proud of that residence. To tabulate the
phenomznal growth populationwise and
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economicwise in Arizona, one of our
leading banks has prepared, by one of
its vice presidents, a monthly summation
entitled “Arizona Progress.” Because
the June issue of this remarkable jour=-
nal contains a very comprehensive rec-
ord of recent and long-range growth in
Arizona, I am anxious that my colleagues
have an opportunity to observe these fig-
ures. The author, Mr. Leggett, is not
only one of the Nation’s outstanding
economists and bankers, but he is also
possessed of an ability to present eco-
nomic figures in an Iinteresting and
sometimes entertaining way. I ask
unanimous consent that the report be
printed at this point in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

£ ARIZONA PROGRESS
PRODIGAL SON'S LETTER TO HIS FATHER

Dear PaTer: Ever since I can remember you
have written me a long letter on Father's
Day. These letters came to me when I was
in school, in the service, and lately in busi-
ness. They have been full of fatherly
counsel on a variety of subjects ranging all
the way from sex to economics. This year
let’s reverse the procedure. I think you
should be told some of the facts of life.

In retrospect you must admit that most of
the advice you have given me has been
wrong. For example, you always harped on
the importance of working hard and going to
bed early. I soon discovered for myself that
hard work is for peasants and retiring early
is for the birds. On the few occasions when
I did these things I missed out on a lot of
fun and good contacts.

Another mistake was your admonition not
to gamble or go into debt. Everything in
life is a gamble, including marriage and
Government bonds. Remember the fellow
in the Scriptures who buried his talent,
1. e, put it in a safe-deposit box, but wound
up losing it (probably inflation). On the
other hand, a neighbor who played the stock
market with his talent got 2 for 1 (appar-
ently a stockpile splitup).

As for debt, well now. A man is no longer
Jjudged by what he owns but by what he
owes, One's standing in the community
is measured by his borrowing power. As a
result of taking wild chances on borrowed
money I shall soon be able to retire in com-
fortable luxury whereas you and brother Joe,
who followed your advice, will probably plod
along until age 656 and then be forced to
live on social security.

Meanwhile, however, my own boys are
quite a problem. They are lazy, undepend-
able, and don't appreciate the walue of
money. When I tell them they must study
hard and go to bed early, they just give me
the you-know-what. I hope that you and
mother can do something with them when
they vacation with you this summer.

Sheepishly yours,
BLACKIE,

ARIZONA AND NEIGHBORING STATES LEAD
NATION'S POPULATION PARADE

In the 10-year period since World War II,
Arizona holds undisputed rank as the Na-
tion’s fastest growing BState. It has not
only led the Nation in rate of population
growth, but it also stands first in percentage
growth of income, bank deposits, manufac-
turing output, mineral production, and value
of farm crops.

At the same time Arizona is not an iso-
lated oasis of growth in a desert of stagna-
tion. It is literally surrounded by other
areas of dynamic development. All four
States bordering on Arizona were listed
among the top 10 in population growth over
the past decade.
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Leading States in population growth

1945 popu- | 1055 popu- | Percent
Btate R e | o

Arfzona. .ol y 980, 000 65.0
Nevada._... 148, 000 225, 000 61.0
New Mexico. 837, 000 705, 000 48.0
Florida.. .. ... 2, 465,000 | 3, 452, 000 40.0
California. . 9, 344, 000 | 13,032, 000 39. 5
Delaware 286, 387, 000 85.3
Michigan 5, 475, 000 ' 236, 000 32.2
Utah____ 501, 000 781, 000 82,1
Maryland. _ -1 2,008,000 | 2,669, 000 27.3
Connecticut. .co.oooo 1,769,000 | 2,241,000 26.7

Source: U, 8, Census Bureau Population Estimates
by States,

As to the future, projections of the United
States Census Bureau indicate that Arizona’s
population will double during the next 20
years, reaching a figure of about 2 million
by 1975. For some mysterious statistical
reason, it is ranked second to Wevada in rate
of projected growth but, considering the fast
company in which we are traveling, even
the most enthusiastic Arizona booster will
probably settle for any position “in the
money."” If the census bureau statlsticlans
are right, the southwest corner of the United
States will continue to be the hottest growth
area in the country.

Leading States in projected growth

Estimated | Projected | 20-year
Btate pula- popula- | percent

tion, 1955 | tion, 1975 | gain
Nevada._. 225, 000 461, 000 104.9
980, 000 1, 977, 000 101.7
13, 032, 000 | 25, 896, 000 08,7
3, 452, 000 6, 420, 000 86.2
Oregon..__ 1, 669,000 | 2,871,000 720
‘Washington. . -| 2,570,000 | 4,138,000 61.0
New Mexico.. 4 705, 000 1, 206, 00O 5617
laware_.. = 887, 000 674, 000 48. 3
Maryland 2, 666,000 | 8, 856, 000 48,2
................. 781,000 | 1,153,000 47.6

Bource: U, B. Census Bureau and U, 8. News,

ARIZONA RANKS FIRST NATIONALLY IN RATE OF
INDUSTRIAL GROWTH

Manufacturing jobs in Arizona hit a new
all-time peak of 85,000 last month, This
compares with a figure of 15,000 5 years
ago and 11,000 10 years ago. In the postwar
period, Arizona has far outstripped all other
States in percentage growth of industrial
employment. Manufacturing output, now
running at an annual rate of nearly $400
million, has doubled since 1951 and is 4 times
the 1946 volume.

The following table lists the leading States
in percentage growth of manufacturing ac-
tivity over the past 10 years. It will be
noted, incidentally, that all of the States
bordering Arizona are included in the top
10, namely: New Mexico, Nevada, California,
and Utah. In short, the great Southwest
is going great guns industrially as well as in
other respects.

Manufacturing employment by States

December | December |Pereent
Btate 1945 1955 gain
.............. 11, 200 32,700 | 192.0
7, 100 17,600 | 147.9
2, 700 5000 | 1185
636,000 | 1,113, 700 75.1
86, 600 144, 900 67.3
20, 900 33, 900 62.2
77, 000 123, 600 0. 5
16, 100 25, 400 57.8
Michigan. 758,700 | 1,178,200 55.3
OkIAhOINA. e cacnnmn 61, 400 91, 600 40,2

Bouree: U, 8, Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor
Btatistics.
CONSTRUCTION VOLUME IN ARIZONA AT NEW ALL=

TIME HIGH IN 1855

Although we accumulate a lot of statlstics
that we have no particular call for, by the
same token we sometimes lack figures which
would be very useful. An example of the
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latter is the amount of building that is done
in Arizona. No statistics are available either
on the volume of construction or on the value
thereto.

However, In vlew of the importance of this
industry, we have worked out a method for
approximating the dollar value of construc-
tion in the State. Based on a study of build-
ing permits, wage payments to construction
workers and reports by contractors to the
State Tax Commission, some rough calcula-
tions can be made. The following table is a
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The above estimates Include all types of
construction, public and private, Including
highways and municipal facilities. Accord-
ing to our calculations, the dollar amount
of building in Arizona last year totaled about
$300 million, a new all-time record. This
is about triple the annual volume from 1946
through 1949 and is probably equal in dollar
value to all the building in Arizona during
the decade of the 1930's exclusive of public
works.
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counting for about 45 percent of the national
total. It also stands first in the combined
production of the so-called nonferrous met-
als which Include lead, zine, gold, and sil-
ver. Utah ranks second in this field but
has dropped far below Arizona in the dollar
amount of output. Arizona not only leads
in volume but also has had by far the best
percentage gain since World War IL

Leading producers of nonferrous metals

result of these studies. So far thils year some decline in local Stk o ore Percent
Cotie i actioe ditures in Arizona building activity has been taking place.
(As estimated by Vauey National Bank) Residential volume has definitely slowed in
[Dollar volume] the Phoenix area although it is still good £351, 631, 254 260, 4
1046 $75, 000,000 In many other parts of the State. Com- 62,436,160 | 158.1
1947 _-— 100,000,000 Mmercial construction, particularly for new 2??’ ?’-‘}é_%g ;ﬁ";
1048 125, 000, 000 manufacturing facilities and shopping cen- 16,360,324 | 120.1
L n B e A R 100, 000, 000 ters, continues high. The same is true of % 883, % lg.;
1950 - 125,000,000 new schools, churches, etc. 48, & 264 |  20.4
igg; """" m % ggg ARIZONA, TOP PRODUCER OF NONFERROUS MIN- g' % % 'f,‘_'g
1953 250’ ouo' 000 ERALS, ALSO LEADS IN GROWTH RATE i
1954 270, 000, 000 Arizona, of course, leads all other States g .U, 8 1
1955 i 300,000,000 in the domestic production of COpper, 8c- prelmuary. - Lo con of Mines Reports, 1955 figures
10-year growth of Arizona relail business by counties
2 Pereent Pereent Percent | Tereent
County 1045 sales of State 1950 sales of State 1955 sales of Stats grgnl %5
Apache. $2, 957, 058 0.7 $5, 546, 550 0.7 $7,700,025 0.6 163.7
Cochise 20, 796, 431 5.3 20, 780, 441 3.8 48, 281, 309 4.0 132.2
R T o e e SRR 11,082, 059 3.1 26, 541, 508 3.4 34,481,437 2.9 187.8
Gila__ 11,633,773 3.0 20, 263, 877 2.6 26, 999, 848 22 132.1
h REE 6,205, 004 1.6 12,887,992 1.7 14,020, 472 1.2 126.0
Greenlee 4, 646, B85 1.2 10, 547, 703 1.4 11,344,163 .9 144.1
Maricopa. = 185, 914, 532 47.8 380, 759, 540 50.2 631, 003, 494 §2.1 239.5
Mohav iy 6, 354, 283 1.6 9, 48, 019 1.2 9, 318, 967 B 46.7
Javah 10, 467, 535 2.7 17, 395, 970 23 22, 479,417 1.9 114.8
Pims 246, 132 18.6 149, 842, 163 19.3 246, 143, 554 20.3 240.7
R I R A P R 14, 540, 843 37 , 504, 4.5 52,726, 94 4.4 262, 4
Banta Croz, = 7,216, 629 1.9 1,440, 1.6 15,899, 776 1.3 120.3
i 1 14, 709, 861 3.8 24,521, 352 32 29, 440, 263 2.4 100.1
Yuma 19, 200, 050 5.0 , 746, 4.3 60,710, 495 5.0 214.8
State total 388, 970, 976 100.0 776, 576, 395 100.0 | 1,210,747,814 100.0 211.3
Arizona stalistics
1951 1952 1953 1954 1955
g e $005, 302, 750 | $1, 000,103, 001 | $1, 051 $
051,887,100 | $1, 048, 366, 581 210, 747, 814
Income of mdividuals. ... 8 e ot o g i e e e o e Sl 1, 225, 000, 000 l: 387,000,000 | 1,428, 000,000 | 1,468, 000, 000 % ?1')
Aipmu!h.lml marketings__ L 2 el 359, 960, 000 384, 844, 000 419, 972, 000 370, 485, 000 337, 270, 000
acturing output [ 214, 000, 000 262, 000, 000 812, 000, 000 300, 000, 000 000,
TToueiss Toaskier 120,000,000 |  15.000.000 | 15,000,000 | 100,000,000 | 135,000,000
, 000, 175, 000, 000
Bank depnms (Deeembnr 31) 536, 006, 163 617, 261, 001 641, 833, 880 &% 052, 812 7.5?", 782, 163
Bank loans (D e e et b i e e e 225, 226, 728 274, 967, 204 254, 096, 067 208, 204, 603 371,953,373
Federal tax payments (fiscal vear) _______ 106, 356, 762 142, 525, 946 165, 840, 697 163, 109, 922 167, 714, 000
State and local taxes (fiscal year) .. 96, 652, 039 102, 525, 226 111,313,179 121,208, 625 114,
Populnunn data:
T R e e s A S e SRESE R 706, 000 870, 000 930, 000 993, 000 1, 040, 000
oA 360, 000 385, 000 420, 000 460, 000 490, 000
Phoentx city limits 104, 000 118, 000 130, 000 140, 000 167, 273
ter Phoenix 250, 000 265, 000 260, 000 315, 000 . 000
len County. = £ R 155, 000 175, 000 150, 000 205, 000 215, 000
Tumn clt.y mits. 46, 000 48, 000 50, 000 54, 000 91, 800
Tueson 140, 000 160, 000 170, 000 185, 000 195, 000
April 1952 April 1953 April 1954 April 1955 April 1956
Nonagriculture employment:
Contract constraction- . 14, 900 18,100 18, 600 18, 900 17, 500
Mm‘l ufacturing == 2 26, 800 20, 400 26, 200 30, 500 3, 800
ining. L 12,500 12,700 13, 700 13,700 14,900
ﬁerviea industries an neous 30, 900 33,000 33, 800 35, 800 39, 000
Transportation and uﬂlitlus. L 19, 600 21, 000 19, 600 20, 300 19, 800
‘Wholesale and retail B ) 48, 200 51, 800 52,100 54, 000 55, 700
Government, Federal____.__ il 14, 000 13, 200 13, 600 14, 600 15, 700
Government, State and local. . 23, 300 26, 300 26, 700 28, 600 82, 500
Total (BLE8 and ESC estimates) 190, 500 205, 500 204, 300 216, 100 230, 300
Monthly comparisons:
Retail sales. ... $80, 525, 118 $02, 838, 784 $87, 737, 012 $08, 579, 731 $110, 691, 932
Printing and publishing 1, 861, 354 2,137, 035 2, 243, 625 2, 653, 009 2, 905, 631
F come.. L 3,204, 097 3, 537,153 3,632, 142 4, 340, 014 5,229, 219
Restaurant sales 7, 743, 630 8, 583, 743 8, 027, M8 8,747, 301 10, 285, 751
e i Al el guem| st e
8) . ’ ] . '
Valley Bank businras index_...___ 143.0 154.2 1512 158.9 * JJS51'!'6'1. 9

1 Not available.



Phoeniz statistics
May 1952 May 1053 May 1054 May 1955 May 1956
Monthly parisons:
Bnuk deblm (in dollars) 286, 1568, 000 276, 448, 323, 470, 000 871, 726, 000 429, 865, 941
Building permits (in dollars) ey 775,107 1,134,475 1, 301, 865 602, 755 2, 360, 545
Postal receipts (in dollars) - £l 235,258 249,702 2068, 176 318, 581 858, 752
Telephones in service (number) 74,832 85, 036 96, 647 108,112 119, 240
Electrie connections (number) ... S 76,109 82,009 90, 058 06, 104, 737
(Gas connections (num ber) . , 72,347 80, 203 87,916 94, 4068
T'ucson statistics
May 1952 May 1953 May 1954 May 1955 May 1956
Monthly comparisons
Bank debits (in dollars). _ 95,083,000 | 104,865,000 106, 683,000 | 132, 503, 000 162, 133, 044
FT i B RO A = = e R 420, 559 684, 583 400, 230 965, 138 2,292, 668
Postal receipts (in dollars) . 118,325 1209, 484 132, 480 146, 688 184,170
Telephones in serviee ( 46, 428 49,914 55, 012 59,034 04, 774
Electric connections (number)_ 2 44, 545 48, 429 50,473 53,916 57, 741
Gas tions (number) A% 34, 643 38,498 41, 531 45, 671 49, 639

DISCRIMINATION INVOLVING RELI-
GIOUS BELIEFS AND UNION MEM-
BERSHIP

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
was very happy to note that a resolution
has been submitted by the distinguished
Senator from New York [Mr. LEHMAN]
in opposition to discriminatory action
against United States citizens because
of religious faith or affiliations.

The purpose of this worthy resolution,
Senate Resolution 298, is to protect
American citizens while abroad from be-
ing discriminated against because of reli-
gious affiliation. I am in full accord
with this purpose.

However, Mr. President, I should like
to call attention to a matter of discrimi-
nation within this Nation against mem-
bers of a religious group. I hope that
diserimination will gain the same con-
cern of my colleagues who sponsored this
resolution, especially those who are
members of or who are allied with the
Americans for Democratic Action, an
organization which constantly is pro-
claiming its belief in the rights of indi-
viduals.

I, too, have spoken out on the sub-
ject of the rights of individuals, only to
find that the ADA line of protection of
individual rights does mnot extend to
labor-union members. Just as this reso-
lution opposes discriminatory action
against those outside our country, the
ADA line opposes discriminatory action
against individual rights for those out-
side the unions.

Two examples of the failure of the
ADA and its supporters to uphold the
rights of individuals have been reported
in the press recently. Both involve reli-
gious beliefs and union membership, and
in neither case did the ADA protest.

First, I refer to an article which ap-
peared in the May 29 issue of the Wash-
ington Post and Times Herald. This
United Press dispatch tells of the Su-
preme Court ruling which allows rail-
road workers to be discharged under
union-shop contracts, even though their
religious beliefs forbid them from be-
longing to unions. These workers are
members of the Plymouth Brethren reli-
gious sect. Mr. President, I ask that this
article be printed in the Recorp at this
point.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

Sect MeMBERs LosE N UwioN-SHoP TEST

The Supreme Court yesterday left stand-
ing a lower court decision that railroad work-
ers whose religious beliefs forbid them to
join labor unions may be fired under union-
shop contracts.

The challenge to the Rallway Labor Act's
union-shop provisions was brought by two
Los Angeles members of the Plymouth Breth-
ren religious sect.

When they refused to join unions, they
were fired from their railroad jobs under
the union-shop agreements prevalent in the
industry. They sought Federal court inter-
vention, but the lower courts upheld the

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, the
second article is an Associated Press dis-
patch which appeared in the June 12
issue of the New York Times. It deals
with a similar case in Staten Island,
where another member of the Plymouth
Brethren faced the predicament of vio-
lating his religious beliefs or losing his
job. Mr. President, I ask that this arti-
cle be printed in the REcorp at this point.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

Ramroap MAN Loses JoB APPEAL IN COURT

WasHINGTON, June 11.—The Supreme
Court today denied a hearing to Theodore
F. Otten, who was dismissed from his rail-
road job on Staten Island because his reli-
glous beliefs prevented him from joining a
union,

Mr. Otten contended his constitutional
rights were violated by the 18951 amendment
to the Railway Labor Act, which permitted
union-shop agreements in that industry.
Under those agreements a worker must be-
come a union member 60 days after he Is
hired.

The Supreme Court on May 21 decided that
the amendment superseded State right-to-
work laws as applied to the railroad industry.

Mr. Otten, a member of the Plymouth
Brethren, refused to join the International
Brotherhood of Electrical Workers. He was
dismissed as a railroad maintenance worker
on the Staten Island Rapid Transit Co., a
subsidiary of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
also request unanimous consent to have
printed in the REecorp, a third article;
it is from the April 19, 19586, issue of the
Washington Star. This Associated Press
dispatch tells of the efforts of another

religious group, the German Baptist
Brethren, to meet this dilemma.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

BECT's BAN oN UNIONS PosEs PROBLEM ON
Joss

Members of a religious sect forbidden to
Join labor unions headed back home today
with little guidance from Government offi-
cials on how they can otherwise get industry
Jobs.

A half dozen bearded, black-garbed mem-
bers of the sect, the old German Baptist
Brethren, conferred yesterday with Secretary
of Labor Mitchell and Theophil C. Eamm-
holz, General Counsel of the National Labor
Relations Board.

Both officials said the group's problem was
more with the unions than with the Govern-
ment.

The church members arranged to return
here in a couple of weeks for a conference
with AFL-CIO president, George Meany.

They gave the officials a statement saying
that while they had no objections to labor
unions for other people and recognized they
had accomplished much for the working
classes, their faith prevented them from be-
longing to unilons.

They sald they belleve strictly In nonre-
sistance, and unions are often involved in
conflict including *‘viclence, coercion, com-
pulsion, plck.etlng. and other means of
force.”

They sald they hopa to work out a mutual
understanding wherein they could work in
union-organized plants and, instead of be-
longing and paying dues to a union, could
regularly donate an equal sum to some pub-
lic charity.

“We do not desire to profit individually
above that accorded to union members for
the same labor,” they said. “We know the
unions would not profit from this arrange-
ment, but they could recelve a blessing by
recognizing this divine principle of the New
Testament."”

Lester Fisher, of Covington, Ohio, spokes-
man for the group, said the 250-year-old
sect’s youth was being crowded off the farms
into industry. Some, he said, had found jobs
only to lose them when they refused to join
unions.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
am not familiar with either of these re-
ligious groups, but I know that it is a
serious matter when a man must choose
between supporting himself and his fam-
ily and violating his religious prineciples
and beliefs, especially when that choice
comes in the United States of America,



11332

T can only ask where the ADA defenders
of individual rights were when these ac-
tions took place.

ANNIVERSARY OF THE DEATH OF
IGNACE JAN PADEREWSKI

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I am
happy to join the many other freedom-
loving peoples the world over in com-
memorating June 30 as the anniversary
of the death of Ignace Jan Paderewski.

Paderewski enriched the lives of mil-
lions while he lived, as a superb pianist
and composer; indeed, his works live aft-
er him. Buf he was more than a great
creative artist. He was also a great pa-
triot and a symbol of the aspirations for
freedom of the Polish people. As such
he merits our special homage today.

We can draw rich inspiration from
Paderewski’s life, because he demon-
strated that an artist can contribute not
only in the eternal field of art but in the
day-to-day affairs of men. He not only
identified himself in his works and words
with the cause of Polish freedom and in-
dependence, like Chopin before him, but
he also undertook the statesman’s role
as first Premier of the Polish Republic
following World War I. Subsequently,
his feeling for Polish independence was
so profound that he declined to give pub-
lic musical concerts during World War
II when Polish independence had again
been snuffed out.

We Americans have an additional tie
with Paderewski and the cause of Polish
independence through that great Ameri-
can President and spokesman for the
principle of self-determination, Woodrow
‘Wilson, who cherished a special concern
for Polish independence and a special
regard for Ignace Paderewski, who
played a heroic role in helping reestab-
lish the Republic of Poland in 1919.

In these difficult days we must all pray
and work together to achieve the day
when Poland may again occupy its right-
ful place among the great free nations of
the world and when the people of Poland
will again be free.

Let no one in the world ever doubt for
one instant the continued, burning oppo-
sition of the Polish people toward their
Soviet tyrants; the demonstration in
Poznan yesterday is positive proof of
their strong feelings against injustice,
degradation, and treatment as slave
laborers.

In the meantime, the United States
should liberalize its immigration and
refugee laws to provide a refuge and a
chance for a new life for those who may
escape the oppression of the Soviet mas-
ters in Poland and in all countries behind
the Iron Curtain.

As is true of all truly great men in the
history of civilization, Paderewski be-
longed not only to his native country, Po-
land, but to mankind, to the universal
cause of art, justice, and freedom.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, it is
a strangely fateful coincidence that to-
day as we pick up our newspapers and
read reports that the people of Poland
are rebelling against their Communist
masters, we also note that today marks
the 15th anniversary of the death of one
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of Poland’s great heroes—Ignace Jan
Paderewski.

Had he lived, Jan Paderewski would
have been in the van of every new effort
to bring freedom to the people of his
beloved Poland, as he fought so coura-
geously to do for so many years prior to
his death.

The gallant Poles look to the memory
of Jan Paderewski as one of the shining
beacons on the hard road back to free-
dom.

Paderewski, as a composer, was world
famous. But music came second to his
patriotism. At the first premier of the
Polish Republic after World War I, he
instilled in his people the love of free-
dom. He died in New York on June 29,
1941, as president of the Polish Parlia-
ment in exile,

We salute Jan Paderewski today—and
we salue the people of Poland in their
never-ending efforts to be free.

PAYMENT FOR CERTAIN IMPROVE-
MENTS ON PUBLIC LANDS IN
SOUTH DAEKOTA

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent to
call up my motion to reconsider the
vote by which the amendments of the
House of Representatives to Senate bill
1622 were concurred in, The matter
has been cleared with the majority and
minority leaders.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection? The Chair hears none.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion of the Senator from South Da-
kota, entered on June 22, last, to recon-
sider the vote by which the amendments
of the House of Representatives to Sen-
ate bill 1622, a bill entitled “An act to
authorize the Secretary of the Interior
to make payment for certain improve-
ments located on public lands in the
Rapid Valley unit, South Dakota, of the
Missouri River Basin project, and for
other purposes,” were agreed to,

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate the amendments of the
House of Representatives to the bill
(S. 1622) to authorize the Secretary of
the Interior to make payment for cer-
tain improvements located on public
lands in the Rapid Valley unit, South
Dakota, of the Missouri River Basin
project, and for other purposes, which
were, on page 1, lines 4 and 5, strike out
“of the Rapid Valley unit, South Da-
kota”; on page 2, line 5, strike out “$18,-
383 as reimbursable’” and insert “$16,382
as reimbursement”; on page 2, line 7,
after “thereof”, insert “on other lands”;
and on page 2, line 10, strike out “13"”
and insert “30.”

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I move
that the Senate concur in House amend-
ments Nos. 1, 3, and 4, disagree to the
amendment of the House numbered 2,
and request a conference with the House
of Representatives thereon; and that the
Chair appoint the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
President pro tempore appointed Mr.
MURRAY, Mr. ANDERSON, and Mr. WATKINS
conferees on the part of the Senate.

June 29

AMERICAN POWER POLICIES MUST
NOT LAG BEHIND THOSE OF THE
SOVIET UNION

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,
the power policies of this administra-
tion are against the national welfare,
when we consider the fact that the ad-
ministration has yet to propose one new
major Federal start in the watershed of
the Columbia River system, where lurks
over 40 percent of our country's hydro-
electric potential.

By contrast, the June 26, 1956, issue
of the New York Times declares that
the Soviet Union has begun an all-out
crash program to add to its power ca-
pacity. Today the United States pro-
duces 623 billion kilowatt-hours of
energy, and the Soviet Union 170.2 bil-
lion. But Russia has a 1960 goal of
320 billion kilowatt-hours, and a 1970
goal of 600 billion. This is dramatically
symbolized by the fact that Russia has
under construction power plants which
will be the largest on earth, when com-
pleted.

Can we afford to surrender for piece-
meal use such vast sites as Hells Canyon,
when Russia is tapping to the utmost the
sites on its own mighty rivers? Harry
Schwartz, Russian editor and expert of
the New York Times, has pointed out
that “the Kremlin's leaders expect that
industry in the Soviet Union will have
outproduced the United States by 1970.”

We hope that this event never occurs.
But hopes are not enough. Policies and
programs are needed, too. Isthe admin-
istration playing ducks and drakes with
our national security when it abandons
for full development our finest water-
power sites, at a time when Russia is
utilizing to the maximum the sites on
such rivers as the Volga, the Ob, and
the Yenisei? Energy, after all, may de-
cide the industrial race of t he future.
Hydroelectric power is the most depend-
able of all energy sources, because it con-
tinues as long as water flows off the
mountains, and rain and snow descend
from the sky. It does not rely upon fuels
which can be depleted like coal, oil, nat-
ural gas and uranium. The adminis-
tration must reverse its present stand
against full use and development of the
vast power potential of the Columbia
River Basin.

WASHINGTON LOWDOWN, BY
LARSTON D. FARRAR

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on June
13, I made some comments on the floor
of the Senate in regard to a book entitled
“Washington Lowdown,” written by
Larston D, Farrar. I have been advised
by the publishers of the book, the Signet
Book Co., that since June 15, not a sin-
gle copy of the book can be bought on
Washington newsstands.

Mr. President, I am opposed to all
forms of censorship, overt and covert.
There is strong evidence which seems to
indicate a prima facie case that censor-
ship is being extended to this book. It
is not a book which is particularly com-
plimentary to the present administra-
tion; indeed, it contains a great many
critical statements in regard to the ad-
ministration, in regard to members of the
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executive branch of the Government,
and in regard to some executive agencies.

Mr. President, I believe we are con-
fronted again with that very basic prin-
ciple of freedom which Voltaire ex-
pressed in more eloguent words, that
though we may disagree with what a man
says, we should defend to the death his
right to say it.

So far as I know, there is no question
that the book is free from libelous state-
ments. If it be true that a covert cen-
sorship is being practiced against the
book by distributors of books in Wash-
ington and in other areas of the country,
I believe the public should take notice of
that kind of dangerous censorship. I
feel the book should stand or fall on its
own merits, and that the reading public
should be able to go to a newsstand and
buy the book if it wants to read it.

I have been advised by the publisher
this morning that they could sell a great
many thousand copies of the book in
Washington, D. C., if they could get it on
a single newsstand in the city. They
said, “If you have any question, Senator,
as to what the situation is, go to any
newsstand and try to buy the book, and
you will be told by the vendors that they
cannot obtain a copy of it.”

I understand that a similar situation
exists in Chicago and in some of the
other great population centers. If the
representations which have been made
to me are true, I believe the American
people should express their resentment
against this type of covert censorship
aimed at the Farrar book.

LUMP-SUM READJUSTMENT PAY-
MENTS FOR MEMBERS OF THE
RESERVE COMPONENTS

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
would the majority leader be willing to
call up Calendar No. 2311, House bill
9952, at this time?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
unfinished business, H. R. 11356, the mu-
tual security bill, be temporarily laid
aside and that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of Calendar No. 2311, H. R.
9952.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill will be stated by title for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The LecistaTive CLERK. A bill (H. R.
9952) to provide a lump-sum readjust-
ment payment for members of the Re-
serve components who are involuntarily
released from active duty.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to conmsider the bill, which
had been reported from the Committee
on Armed Services with amendments
on page 1, line 7, after the word “duty”,
to insert “after the enactment of this
section and”; on page 2, line 6, after the
word “year”, to strike out “For the pur-
poses of this subsection, a part of a year
that is 6 months or more is counted as
a whole year, and a part of a year that
is less than 6 months is disregarded.”
and insert “For the purposes of comput-
ing the amount of readjustment pay-
ment (1) a part of a year that is 6
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months or more is counted as a whole
year, and a part of a year that is less
than 6 months is disregarded, and (2)
any prior period for which severance pay
has been received under any other pro-
vision of law shall be excluded. There
shall be deducted from any lump-sum
readjustment payment any mustering-
out pay received under the provisions of
the Mustering-Out Payment Act of 1944
or the Veterans Readjustment Assist-
ance Act of 1952.”; on page 3, line 1,
after the word “Defense”, to insert “or
by the Secretary of the Treasury with
respect to members of the Coast Guard
when the Coast Guard is not operating as
a service in the Navy”; in line 5, after the
word “duty”, to strike out “would be” and
insert “is”; at the beginning of line 10, to
strike out “would be” and insert “is”; in
line 14, after the word “duty”, to strike
out “would be” and insert “is”; and in
line 21, after the word “may”, to strike
out “subsequently become entitled under
laws administered by the Veterans' Ad-
ministration” and insert “become en-
titled, on the basis of subsequent service,
under laws administered by the Veter-
ans' Administration.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
the bill would authorize a system of re-
adjustment payments to members of the
Reserve components when they are in-
voluntarily released from active duty
after having served at least 5 years of
substantially continuous active duty.

The amount of the readjustment pay-
ment would be computed by multiplying
one-half of 1 month’s basic pay of the
grade in which the member of the Re-
serve component is serving at the time
of his release from active duty, times
the number of years of the reservist’s
active service, but not more than 18
years. The maximum payment that
could resuilt from this computation
would be 9 months’ pay.

This is not a retroactive bill. It is
estimated that the cost would be ap-
proximately $11,800,000. It is our hope
that enactment of the bill will further
contribute to personnel stability in our
Armed Forces by affording an element
of security to reservists whose services
are needed on extended active duty.

The bill was reported unanimously by
the Committee on Armed Services. The
reason for asking that the bill be passed
at this time is to permit men who retire
on July 1 to receive its benefits.

I hope the bill will be passed. I ask
unanimous consent that a statement on
the bill be printed in the REcorp at this
point.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR SALTONSTALL

PROVIDING A LUMP-SUM READJUSTMENT PAY=-
MENT FOR MEMBERS OF THE RESERVE COM=-
PONENTS WHO ARE INVOLUNTARILY RELEASED
FROM ACTIVE DUTY

Mr. President, this bill would authorize a
system of readjustment payments to mem-
bers of the Reserve components when they
are involuntarily released from active duty
after having served at least 5 years of sub-
stantially continuous active duty.

The amount of the readjustment payment
would be computed by multiplying one-half
of 1 month's basic pay of the grade in which
the member of the Reserve component is
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serving at the time of his release from active
duty times the number of years of the
Reservist's active service, but not more than
18 years. The maximum payment that could
result from this computation ls § months’
pay.

So far as responsible defense planners can
now foresee, the active duty strength of our
Armed Forces will remain at approximately
2,850,000, The maintenance of this active
duty strength requires the service on ex-
tended active duty of many members of the
Reserve components, especially officers, be-
cause of the existing statutory ceilings on
the number of Regular officers. There comes
a time when some of these reservists must
be involuntarily released to inactive duty
8o as to vitalize the active forces with younger
personnel. When this happens, the reservist
must readjust himself to civilian life, fre-
quently at a time when employment oppor=
tunity is limited and the reservist has
passed the age group most desired by private
employers. The problems attending such
readjustments serve to discourage capable
reservists from continuing on active duty
when their services are eagerly desired by
the Armed Forces and produce very real hard-
ships to many of the reservists concerned.
The readjustment payments that this bill
would authorize are intended to serve as a
monetary cushion in assisting the involun=-
tarily released reservist to relocate and to
readjust himself to civilian pursuits.

There are many precedents for the pay-
ment of severance or readjustment pay, most
of which are now applicable only to members
of the Regular components. While section
235 of the Armed Forces Reserve Act au-
thorizes active duty contracts of up to 5 years
for reservists and provides a separation pay-
ment of 1 month's pay for each year of the
contract that is not performed through no
fault of the reservist concerned, this au-
thority has not been found practical of utill-
ezation by all the military departments and
it produces relatively small separation pay-
ments in those instances in which it is used.
The severance payments authorized In the
case of Regular officers who fail of promo=-
tion or who are physically disqualified with-
out meeting all of the requirements of the
Career Compensation Act for disability re-
tirement pay generally are computed on the
basis of 2 months of pay for each year of
active duty performed, with a maximum
payment of 2 years' pay. Obviously, the
payments authorized for Regular officers are
in excess of those that would be authorized
by this bill for reservists. The rationale
for such a distinction is that the reservists
who would be affected by this bill may con-
tinue to participate in Reserve activities
while on inactive duty to qualify for Reserve
retirement pay when they reach the age of
60. Presumably, officers who are separated
from a Regular component for failure to
be promoted or for physical disability would
not ordinarily be eligible for reappointment
in the Reserve or to qualify for Reserve re-
tirement pay. The separation of Regular
officers generally is completed and final and
the severance pay is in the nature of an ulti-
mate settlement. Furthermore, the com-
putation of readjustment pay in this bill
was formulated in the knowledge that its
amount should not be so attractive as to
encourage reservists to seek involuntary
release, so as to qualify for the readjustment
pay, or to discourage them from competing
for appointments in the Regular services.

The bill contains provisions that are in-
tended to prevent inequitable receipt of
readjustment pay by those who do not de-
serve it and to avold duplicate payments for
the same service. For example, persons re-
leased from active duty voluntarily or be-
cause of moral or professional dereliction
would be ineligible, as would persons who
are immediately eligible for retirement pay
upon their release. A person who is eligible



11334

for both readjustment pay and severance
pay under other provisions of law would have
to elect one or the other. A reservist who
is eligible for disability compensation from
the Veterans' Administration would be re=-
quired to elect this compensation or read-
justment pay, but not both. Election of
readjustment pay would not deprive such a
person of any disability compensation to
which he might become entitled because of
service subsequent to the readjustment pay-
ment. Any amounts of mustering-out pay
previously received by the reservists eligible
for readjustment pay under this bill would
be deducted from the amount of readjust-
ment payment, but the years of service on
which the mustering-out payments were
based could still be counted in computing
the readjustment pay under this bill.

The number of years of active duty that
may be counted in computing the readjust-
ment pay is 18. This limit was established
in conjunction with another provision, which
requires approval of the Secretary of the serv-
ice coneerned before a reservist who is within
2 years of qualifying for retirement pay may
be involuntarily released from active duty.
Since eligibility for retirement pay normally
begins after 20 years of active duty, this sec-
ond provision affords a measure of protection
to the reservist who has more than 18 years
of active duty.

The committee noted the many requests to

make the bill retroactive in effect to cover the
reservists involuntarily released after the ter-
mination of hostilities in Korea but before
enactment of this measure. The committee
is not unsympathetic to these appeals but
retroactivity presents vexing questions in
connection with the selection of a retroactive
cutoff date that is fair to all concerned. It
also would add substantially to the cost of
the bill. For these reasons, the committee
has decided not to give retroactive effect to
these readjustment payments.
. Mr, President, it is our hope that enact-
ment of this measure will make a further
contribution to personnel stability in the
Armed Forces by affording an element of se-
curity to reservists whose services are needed
on extended active duty. If there are no
questions, I urge approval of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments reported by the Committee on
Armed Services.

The amendments were agreed to.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Ithank the ma-
jority leader for his usual courtesy and
helpfulness.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, for the information of the Senate,
I should like to announce the legislative
program for next week.

An order for a call of the calendar on
Monday has already been entered. Fol-
lowing the calendar call on Monday, the
Senate will consider Calendar No. 2401,
H. R. 7089, the omnibus survivors’ ben-
efits bill. It is expected that this bill will
be followed on Monday or Tuesday by
the bill to increase the public-debt limit,
H. R. 11740. Also on Monday or Tues-
day, we hope the Senate will consider
Calendar No. 2039, S. 3449, the airlines
capital gains bill.
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The following list of bills will also be
considered next week, if not on Monday
or Tuesday, on Thursday or Friday:

Calendar No. 1987, S. 3457, conveying
certain lands to Pierce County, Wash.;

Calendar No. 2163, House Joint Reso-
lution 501, authorizing participation in
the NATO Parliamentary Conference;

Calendar No. 2256, H. R. 9842, author-
izing the Postmaster General to impound
certain obscene mail;

Calendar No. 2285, S. 3743, adding cer-
tain land to the Lassen Volcanic Na-
tional Park;

Calendar No. 2292, H. R. 10230, in-
creasing the revolving coinage fund for
minor coins;

Calendar No. 2297, Senate Joint Reso~
lution 165, relinquishing consular juris-
diction in Morocco;

Calendar No. 2299, H. R. 5256, provid-
ing for the redemption of unsold migra-
tory bird hunting stamps;

Calendar No. 2304, S. 3665, permitting
single final proof prior to survey by
Alaskan homesteaders; and

Calendar No. 2313, S. 3903, amending
the Agricultural Development and As-
sistance Act.

Mr. President, in addition to the list
of bills which the majority leader pre-
viously placed in the Recorp, conference
reports, of course, are privileged and may
be called up at any time,

I should like to announce that the con-
ferees on the Defense Department ap-
propriation bill have agreed. The House
is considering the conference report, and
I expect it to come to the Senate momen-
tarily, at which time I shall ask that it
be considered.

MUTUAL SECURITY ACT OF 1956

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEU=
BERGER in the chair). Is there further
morning business? If not, morning bus-
iness is closed, and the Chair lays before
the Senate the unfinished business.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 11356) to amend fur-
ther the Mutual Security Act of 1954, as
amended, and for other purposes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Th
clerk will eall the roll. 1

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATION BILL, 1957T—CONFER-
ENCE REPORT

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I understand that a message from
the House with respect to the confer-
ence report on the Department of De-
fense appropriation bill has been re-
ceived.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I sub=
mit a report of the committee of confer-
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the Sen-
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ate to the bill (H. R. 10886) making
appropriations for the Department of
Defense for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1957, and for other purposes. I ask
unanimous consent for the present con-
sideration of the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
NeuBerGER in the chair). The report
will be read for the information of the
Senate.

The legislative clerk read the report.

(For conference report, see House pro-
ceedings of June 29, 1956, p. 11444, ConN~-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Isthere
objection to the present consideration
of the report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr, CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I think
the House action in agreeing to the con-
ference report is what should be con-
sidered by the Senate. I do not want
to belabor the Senate by asking for dis-
cussion on the report. I move that the
conference report be agreed to.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
should like to inquire of the Senator from
New Mexico what the conferees agreed
to with respect to the increased appro-
priation which was made by the Senate
for the Air Force.

Mr. CHAVEZ. The conferees agreed
on $800 million for aircraft and related
procurement. They agreed on $100 mil-
lion for research and development. They
agreed on $40 million for operation and
maintenance. They agreed on $20 mil-
lion for personnel.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. These were all
agreements upon amendments which
were added by the Senate, in order to
guarantee the continued development of
United States airpower, were they not?

Mr. CHAVEZ. That was the only
justification for the Senate to insist on
its amendments, and the House has
agreed to the amendments.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. These appropria-
tions were above the Bureau of the
Budget estimates, were they not?

Mr. CHAVEZ. They were. As a
matter of fact, they were one-fourth less
than the amounts actually asked for by
General LeMay.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Once more, then,
the Senate and House have agreed that
the air arm of the defense of the United
States should be our primary concern in
building up the defensive institution.

Mr, CHAVEZ. That is quite clearcut.
I assure the Senator from Wyoming that
what we had in mind was to take care
of the national security, and nothing
else.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I congratulate
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Defense Appropriations upon the excel-
lent work which he has done.

I remember very well that when I was
chairman of that subcommittee in 1951
and 1952 the Senate was unanimous in a
yea-and-nay vote for the establishment
and extension of airpower.

Mr. CHAVEZ. One significant thing
is that 88 Senators voted for the bill.
Five others—making a total of 93 out of
96—were announced as favoring the bill,
and had they been present they would
have voted for it.
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Mr. O'MAHONEY. During 1951 and
1952 the Senator from Texas [Mr.
Jonnsonl, who is now the majority lead-
er, and who was then a member of the
Committee on Armed Services, also was
very outspoken and very effective in
carrying out the policy of strengthening
the airpower of the United States.
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Mr. President, I hope the conference
report will be agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the conference
report.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I move
that the report be agreed to.

The motion was agreed to.
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Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a table prepared
by the Subcommittee on Defense Appro-
priations be printed in the REecorp at
this point.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

r 4
Defense Department appropriation bill, fiscal year 1957, bill summary

Ttem Appropriation, | Budget estimates,| House allow- Benate allow- | Conference allow-

1856 1057 ance, 1957 ance, 1057 ance, 1957

T1TLE I—OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
Balaries and expenses. . £13, 019, 000 $14, 500, 000 $14, 000 14, 500, 000 1
BSalaries and expenses, Office of Public A ffairs. o % 447, 500 450, % 000 b 450, 14 m %
Total, title I—Office of Secretary of Defense. 18, 466, 500 14, 050, 000 14, 950, 000 14, 950,000 14, 950, 000
TiTLE II—INTEESERVICE ACTIVITIES

Claims. 11, 930, 000 12, 000, 000 11, 000, 000 11, 000, 000 11, 000, D00
gmtmaﬂlcﬂ;m 3 - 1‘2%% gigg&% ﬁ%‘% 32, 500, 000 500, 000

mergency. fund. ... A5, 000, 000 000,
Reserve tools and facilities. 100, DOO, 000 (1) PR ??'i.]f'. ..... ,85'. EH .E'f
Retired pay_____ 405, 000, 000 526, 000, 000 515, 000, 000 B15, 080, 000 515, 000, 000

Salaries and expenses, Court of \a‘[l]itary Appanls 361, 400 375, 000 875, 000 375, 375,
Total, title II—Interservice activities. 682, 201, 400 657, 375, 000 643, 875, 000 643, 875, 000 43, 875, 000

TiTLE III—DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LT T R RS L SO S SR R S S R e 3, 679, 005, 000 8, 584, 000, 000 3, 566, 704, 000 3, 566, 704, 000 3, 566, 704, 000
Maintenance and operations. . S - 2, 831, 019, 000 8, 192, 000, 000 2, 954, 581, 000 2, 967, 057, 000 2, 967, 057, 000
Military construction, Army Reserve “Forces.... 31, 611, 000 40, 000, GO0 40, 000, 000 60, 006, 000 55, 000, 000
Reserve personnel. R 141, 5869, 000 223, 000, 000 215, 000, 000 215, 000, 000 215, D00, 000
Army National Guard__ 308, 239, 000 306, 000, 000 306, 000, 600 321, 492, 000 320, 162, 000
Research and development. 333, 000, 000 410, 000, 000 410, 000, 000 410, 000, 000 410, 000, 000
National Board for the Promotion of Rifle Practice. __ 400, 000 425, 000 207, 000 534, 000 357, 000
Alaska C ication System 5,000, 000 5, 000, 000 5, 000, 000 5, 000, 000 5, D00, K00
Total, title IIT—Department of the Army 7, 329, 953, 000 7, 761, 425, 000 7, 497, 582, 000 7, 545, 787, 000 7, 539, 280, 000
TiTLE IV—DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Military 1, Navy, . 2, 486, 100, 900 2, 483, 900, 000 2, 478, 3186, 000 2, 478, 316, 000 2, 478, 316, 000
Reserve personnu!. ‘Na e o1, 811, 000 45, 000, 000 , 000, 95, 000, 000 85, 000, 000
Navy | , Zene armnm 83, 000, 000 83, 980, 000 83, 980, 000 83, 080, (00 K3, 980, 000
Milliary pemnne! Marine Corps. 650, 244, 000 647, 500, 000 647, 100, 000 0647, 100, 000 647, 100, 000
Reserve personnel; Marine Carps A 20, 606, 000 26, 800, 000 800, 000 283, 800, 000 ﬁ. 800, 000
Marine Corps proci 200, 190, 000 179, 000, 000 164, 000, 000 164, 000, 000 164, 000, 000
Marine CDE]JS tmopsand I&cllltlos Sepiesal e o 181, 606, 000 175, 820, 000 171, 820, 000 171, 820, 000 171, 820, 000
Adireraft = g 005, 602, 000 1, 732, 900, 000 1, 732, 900, 000 1, 752, 800, 000 1, 732, 900, 000
Alreraft and Iaci]ll.if‘s ....... B0, 632, 000 813, 400, 000 810, 772, 000 810, 772, 000 810, 772, 000
Shipbuilding and conversion_. 1, 387, 634, 000 1, 479, 700, 000 1, 479, 700, 000 1, 479, 700, 000 1, 479, 700, 000
Ships and facilities oo 4 774, 685, 000 19, 040, 000 766, 040, 000 766, 040, 000 766, 040, 000
Procurement of ord and a ition. . SR R SR SR 185, 842, 000 , 000, 000 204, 000, 000 , 000, 000 204, 000, 000
Ordnance and facilities 182, 88O, 000 166, 680, 000 163, 680, 000 163, 680, 000 163, 680, 000
Ordnanece for new construction ('l]quldal.lnn of contract authorization)_ 28,000,000 | oo .. SRR L i AR RS SR Do e S T
Medlieal care__ 62, 494, 556 61, 340, 000 61, 323, 000 61,324, 000 61, 323, 000
Civil engjneorh] ____________________________________ 120, 069, 700 130, 100, 000 128, 600, 000 129, 600, 000 129, 600, 000
Milita ennstructilm. Naval Reserve Forces 28, 061, 400 17, 000, 000 9, 704, 000 9, 704, 000 9, 704, 000
Rese r{] and dl}velopmt*'nt __________ 431, 933, 000 483, 000, 000 492, 000, 000 492, 000, 000 492, 000, 000
Servicewide supply and B0, 000, 000 289, 720, 000 289, 644, 000 , 644, 000 289, m‘ggg

Servicewlde operations. . .. ..ol 96, 500, 000 102, 508, 000 102 472, 000 102, 435, 000 102, 435,
Naval petroleum reserves. ay 2,851, 000 1, 212, 000 683, 1, 183, 000 683, 000
Total, title IV—Department of the Navy, general 9,127, 750, 556 10, 047, 600, 000 9, 099, 534, 000 9, 999, 997, 000 9, 999, 407, 000

TiTLE V—DEPARTMENT OF THE A1k FORCE

Alreraft and related procurement. el Al 6, 306, 000, 000 6, 048, 500, 000 6, 048, 500, 000 6, 848, 500, 000 6, 848, 500, 000
Procurement other than aireraft 349, 862, 600 1, 177, 000, 000 1, 100, 000, 000 1, 177, 000, 000 1, 140, 000, 000
Research and devel b 000, 000 610, 000, 000 610, 000, 000 710, 000, 000 710, DOG, 000
Operation and maint 3, 786, 000, 000 3, 684, 185, 000 3, 780, 185, 000 3, 724, 185, 000
Military personnel..... 3, TZ7, 000, 000 3, T18, 440, 000 3, 745, 440, 000 3, T18, 440, 000

Reserve personnel ____ 58, 300, 000 59, 300, 000 59, 300, 000 , 300,
Air National Guard 258, 700, 000 258, 700, 000 258, 700, 000 258, 700, 000
Total, title V—Department of the Air Force, general......cceceeeaaecmmen-- 14, 739, 763, 170 15, 666, 500, 000 16, 479, 125, 000 16, 579, 125, 000 16, 459, 125, 000
Total appropriations, titles I, IT, 11T, IV, V. 31,893, 233,626 |  34,147,850,000 | 33, 635,000,000 | 34, 783, 734, 000 34, 656, 727, 000

1 Reappropriation,

ANNOUNCEMENT OF COMPLETION
OF ACTION ON REGULAR APFRO-
PRIATION BILLS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, agreement by the Senate to the
conference report just adopted concludes
action on all the appropriation bills with
the exception of the foreign-aid appro-
priation bill. All the regular bills re-
ported by the Committee on Appropria-
tions, under the leadership of the chair-
man, the distinguished Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr, Ha¥peEN], and the ranking mi-

nority member, the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. BripGesl, have now
moved through the Senate and through
Congress. I think the Committee on
Appropriations has done outstanding
work, and I commend them.

I am informed that a foreign-aid ap-
propriation bill will follow very shortly
after we conclude action on the foreign-
aid authorization bill.

The distinguished senior Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. Cuavez] is the chair-
man of the Committee on Public Works,

the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Defense Appropriations, and the chair-
man of various other subcommittees. No
Member of the Senate has been more
thorough, more efficient, and more ca-
pable in his work than the senior Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

I think the results he obtained in the
conference on the Department of De-
fense appropriation bill are almost un=
precedented. It is rare for the House
to agree to the exact amendment which
the Senate includes in a bill,
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I know that the people of his own
State and of the whole Nation are
grateful.

As majority leader, I am very happy
we have had the cooperation we have
received from the diligent members of
the Committee on Appropriations and
from the distinguished minority leader
in making it possible to clear all the de-
partmental appropriation bills before the
end of the fiscal year.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I won-
der if the Senator from Texas will yield
1o me for a moment.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield.

Mr. CHAVEZ, I desire to thank the
members of the minority who are on the
Defense Department Appropriations
Subcommittee.. They have cooperated
to the fullest extent. We have not always
agreed, but we have respected the right
of disagreement, and I want to make
my voice heard, at least at this time, in
thanking the members on the minority
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side of the Defense Appropriations Sub-
committee.

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, with the
adoption of the conference report on the
Defense Department appropriation bill
for 1957, action has been completed by
the Congress on all the regular appro-
priations bills for next year. I have a
table which reflects the action of the
House of Representatives and the action
of the Senate on the budget estimates
submitted to each body. The final
amount approved for the regular appor-
priations bills is $52,014,166,315. This
amounts to a net increase of $543,722,069
over the budget estimates of $51,470,-
444 246 submitted to the Senate. The
chief reasons for the increase in the
amount appropriated over the budget
estimates are the folowing: Civil Service
retirement and disability fund, $230
million; rivers and harbors and flood-
control projects, $38,226,000; Air Force
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build-up recommended by Senate Ap-
propriations Committee, $900 million.

There are two appropriations bills
pending, and the figures on these bills
are not reflected in the totals I have
mentioned. The budget estimates sub-
mitted so far for the supplemental ap-
propriation bill total $3,133,980,325 and
the budget estimate submitted for the
mutual security program totals $4,859,-
975,000. It is expected that these two
bills will come to the Senate from the
House in the near future.

The table does not reflect permanent
appropriations, estimated to total $7,-
564,859,833, which require no further
action from Congress.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REecorp at
this point a table showing the details for
each department.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Table of regular appropriations bills, 8/th Cong., 2d sess., fiscal year 1957

House Benate Increase (+)
oy Title of bill Public iaw. “‘E_dec‘} ] Pﬂm
. amount as 4 W
15 % . est]i}nl;ggto Amount as Amount as est?rgggto Amount as Amount as approved ?]fémget"md :f No.
Touse reported passed reported passed mates Senate
$1, 083, 512, 568 | $1, 083, 512, 568 | $1, 080, 841, 668 | $2,016, 771, 068 | $2, 018, 331,068 |  $1,008,744,068 <3, 503, 300 554
1,382,003, 000 | 1,382 003,000 | 1,522, 673,000 | 1,445, 566,000 | 1,446, 316,000 | 1,416, 732,000 | —105 941,000 604
10986 | Defense. . .. eeeee-| 84,147,850,000 | 33,635, 066,000 | 33, 635 066, 000 | 34, 147, 850, 000 , T4, 34, 783, 734, 000 | 34, 856, 727, 000 , 877,000 }ooiaaa
10003 | District of Columbia..._ (152, 889, 500) (179, 797, S00) (179, 797, B00) (182,899, 500) (181, 682, 050) (181, 687, 400) (181, 612, 490) (=1, 287, 010} - caeeeme
Federal payment. ... 22, 358, 050 22, 358, 650 22, 358, 650 358, 708, 22, 708, 650 22, 558, 650 200, 000 | oo
9536 | General Government. ... 15,014, 475 14, 849, 275 14, 840, 275 15,014, 475 14, 069, 975 14, 969, 975 14, 969, 976 —dd, 578
9739 | Independent Offices_..._| '5,783,704,000'| 6,005, 157,260 | 6, 010, 543, 200 , T04, B, 016, 997, 258 | 5, 025, 187, 646 | 5 066, 517,826 | <182, 813, 826
9390 | Interior.. .--ccem-e 420, 748, 200 063, 415, 963, 200 435, 142, 300 , 851, 433, 876, 400 423, 034, 100 —11, 208, 573
0720 | Labor-HEW.____ 2, 363, 648, 400 | 2,296, 810,781 | 2, 206, 981, 781 , 885, 2,372,023, 281 | 2,372, 523,281 | 2, 364, 880, 781 +2,405,381 |-
11473 Islative_ .. _-..- = 93, 664, 003 80, 376, 450 89, 376, 450 122, 496, 933 117, 804, 058 117, 804, 058 117, 804, 058 —4, 602, 875 624
11319 | Public Works. - -vcaeen- 818, 501, 000 787, 453, 000 790, 758, 818, 501, 000 , 886, 000 872, 186, 000 856, 727, 000 =38, 226, 000 focaeee-o
10721 | State-Justice-Judiciary. . 598, 160, 820 541, 367, 372 , 367, 590, 104, 820 556, 271, 517 556, 271, 517 548, 930, 057 —50, 173, 863 03
9064 | Treasury, Post Office...| 3, 649,872,000 | 3,618,609,000 | 3,618, 699,000 | 3,040,872,000 | 3,630, 579,000 | 3,639, 579,000 | 3,629,139, 000 —20, 733, 467
Tolal s 51,429, 506, 716 | 50, 792, 616, 556 | 50, 801, 478, 586 | 51, 470, 444, 246 | 52, 302, 102, 207 | 52, 203, 487, 505 | 52, 014,166,815 | <543, 722, 060 |-eeomeem

MUTUAL SECURITY ACT OF 1956

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 11356) to further amend
the Mutual Security Act of 1954, as
amended, and for other purposes.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
call up my amendments designated as
“g-27-56-E” and “6-27-56-F,” which,
because they deal with the same subject,
I intend to offer consecutively.

First I shall address myself to amend-
ment E—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment should first be stated by the
clerk.

The LeEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com-
mittee amendment, beginning with line
10, on page 25, it is proposed to strike
out down to, and including, line 3 on
page 26, and in lieu thereof to insert:

BEC. 2. Statement of policy: (a) The Con-
gress of the United States recognizes that
the peace of the world and the security of
the United States are endangered as long as
international communism and the nations
it controls continue by threat of military
action, by the continuous development of
airpower and the construction of nuclear
weapons, and by the use of economic pres-
sure, internal subversion, or other means,
to attempt to bring under their domination
peoples now free and independent, and con-
tinue to deny the rights of freedom and self-
government to peoples and nations once
free but now subject to such domination.
The Congress therefore declares it to be the
policy of the United States to continue, as

long as such danger persists, (1) to expand
its own airpower through the comstruction,
in accordance with appropriations heretofore
or hereafter made by the Congress, of planes,
guided missiles, and other advanced weap-
ons, s0 as to be prepared at all times to resist
any attack by Communist power, and (2)
to make available to free nations and peoples
upon request assistance of such nature and
in such amounts as the United States deems
advisable and compatible with its own sta-
bility, strength, and other obligations, and
as may be needed and effectively used by
such free nations and peoples to help them
maintain their freedom.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the consideration of the two
amendments en bloc?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
did not make that request. Isaid I would
offer them consecutively. Therefore, I
am offering first the amendment identi-
fied as “E.” I want the full time, if it
should be necessary.

Now, in order to explain this amend-
ment—and Iallow myself 10 minutes for
that purpose—I must refer to the state-
ment of policy which the Senate Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations has adopted
as an amendment to the House bill. I
congratulate the committee and its
chairman, whose record and character
have never been exceeded upon the floor
of the Senate in all its history. The
statement of policy as reported by the
committee was directed to making it
clear to the world why the United States

is authorizing these appropriations for
mutual security—appropriations for de-
fense and appropriations for economic
aid. I read section 2:

The Congress of the United States recog-
nizes that the peace of the world and the
security of the United States are endangered
as long as international communism and
the nations it controls continue by threat
of military action, use of economic pressure,
internal subversion, or other means, to at-
tempt to bring under their domination
peoples now free and independent, and con-
tinue to deny the rights of freedom and self-
government to peoples and nations once free
but now subject to such domination. The
Congress therefore declares it to be the policy
of the United States to continue, as long
as such danger persists, to make available to
free nations and peoples upon request assist-
ance of such nature and in such amounts
as the United States deems advisable com-
patible with its own stability, strength, and
other obligations, and as may be needed and
effectively used by such free nations and
peoples to help them maintain their freedom.

This is an excellent statement of pol-
icy, but it does not go quite far enough,
in my judgment. It is fortunate that
I have the opportunity of offering my
amendment to this section immediately
after the Senate has adopted the confer-
ence report on the defense appropriation
bill of 1957. That bill, by vote now of
the whole Congress, has increased the
appropriations available for the con-
struction of aircraft and for aircraft pro-
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curement and for research, in order that
the United States may continue to have
a dominant control of the air—not for
the purposes of aggression, not to wage
war, but to make it clear to all nations
that we do have the airpower, which
alone can prevent aggression and a third
world war.

And so my amendment is a simple one.

- On page 25 of the bill, after line 14, fol-
lowing the statement of the committee
amendment that:

The peace of the world and the security of
the United States are endangered as long
as international communism and the nations
it controls continue by threat of military
action—

At that point my amendment would
add the words—

by the continuous development of alrpower
and the construction of nuclear weapons.

That is a known fact. No one can
deny that Russia, under the Soviet lead-
ership, has been endeavoring to outpro-
duce all the other nations of the world
in nuclear weapons, and the Russians so
boast.

The amendment reported by the com-
mittee recites, on page 25:

The Congress therefore declares it to be the
policy of the United States to continue, as
long as such danger persists—

Which means as long as danger from
communism persists—
to make available to free nations and peo-
ples upon request assistance of such nature
and in such amounts as the United States
deems advisable and compatible with its
own stability—

And so forth. My amendment inserts
in the committee amendment, after the
words “‘as such danger persists,” the fol-
lowing statement of policy:

(1) to expand its own airpower through
the construction, in accordance with appro-
priations heretofore or hereafter made by
the Congress, of planes, gulded missiles, and
other advanced weapons, so0 as to be pre=-
pared at all times to resist any attack by
Communist power.

These are the only changes my amend-
ment makes in the statement of policy.
The purpose of those changes is to an-
nounce to all concerned—to all the na-
tions of the world, and particularly to
Soviet Russia—that it is our purpose,
in pursuit of peace, to construct an Air
Force which will be so great that it can
protect the world from subversion by
military force by the Communist power.
We dare not risk the danger that the
Soviet power may undertake an un-
noticed attack upon the United States,
such as was undertaken by the Japanese
on December T, 1941,

Mr., President, it seems to me that
there can be no doubt on the part of
any Member of the Senate, particularly
on the part of any member of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, whose
members have so clearly announced the
danger, that today we should by means
of adopting this amendment to the com-
mittee amendment, make it clear that
we intend to keep in effect the appro-
priations which have been voted this
year by the Senate.

We are operating now under limited
time, and I wonder whether we can
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shorten the debate by having the Sen-
ator from Georgia state now whether
he will accept this amendment. It seems
to me there is no controversy regarding
it. The peace of the world was pre-
served when the British Government had
control of the seas, but seapower is not
now the great and decisive military
factor. Today the dominant military
power lies with the nation which has the
facilities to deliver nuclear weapons at
strategic points. There is no doubt that
at this moment Russia could send its
bombers over the North Pole area to the
industrial centers of America, and that
could be done without notice. A totali-
tarian power does not waste time de-
claring war, Mr. President. As was in-
dicated in World War II, a totalitarian
power strikes without notice; and we
cannot hope to believe that the time has
come when the totalitarian power has
changed its spots. If we are to pro-
tect the free world against Communist
ageression, we must make certain that
the United States is not going to abandon
the building up of her airpower.

Mr. President, let me ask the Chair
how much time I have used.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
Namara in the chair). The Chair is ad-
vised that the Senator from Wyoming
has used 11 minutes, and has 19 minutes
remaining.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from Missouri [Mr,
SymingTON], the former Secretary of the
Air Force, and a very distinguished
Member of this body, who knows this
problem. I yield to him such time as
he may wish to use.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
Wyoming, who always has been an
ardent advocate of airpower.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Missouri is recognized.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
ask the distinguished Senator from Wyo-
ming to state briefly exactly the purpose
of his amendments.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. There are two
amendments. The first amendment de-
clares it to be the policy of the United
States to continue to expand its air-
power as long as Soviet Russia continues
to do so. In other words, I want disarm-
ament, but I want disarmament by agree-
ment, and I do not want the United
States of America to be in such a posi-
tion that it may be subject to another
sneak attack.

Mr. SYMINGTON. What will the sec-
ond amendment do?

Mr.O'MAHONEY. The second amend-
ment, which I submitted the other day,
would provide a new section, section 13,
as follows:

Sec. 13. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this act, in the event any portion of
the funds appropriated by the Congress in
the Department of Defense Appropriation
Act, 1957, for aircraft and related procure-
ment is impounded by Executive order or
otherwise and not expended, there shall be
withheld from expenditure & corresponding
percentage of the unexpended balances of
funds appropriated pursuant to authoriza-
tions contained in this act.
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Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Wyoming yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Iyield.

Mr. SYMINGTON. 1Is the Senator
from Wyoming acquainted with the
statement made by General Eisenhower
on September 25, 1952, in which by impli-
cation he criticized the impounding of
funds by the previous administration?

Mr. OMAHONEY. I am aware that
such criticism was voiced.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Nevertheless last
year the funds which the Senate appro-
priated to maintain the Marine Corps at
its current strength at that time were
impounded by this administration. Is
not that correct?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Yes. The opinion
of the Congress was that the Marines
should be kept in a position of greater
strength than that whick they occupied
at the time when the Congress appro-
priated the funds. But the administra-
tion, notwithstanding the Presidential
signature to the appropriation bill mak-
ing the appropriation for the strength-
ening of the Marines, gave orders that
the money should not be expended.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
will the Senator further yield?

Mr., O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. SYMINGTON., The purpose of
the Senator’s second amendment is, in
effect, to say that improving the air
forces, naval forces, and armies of other
countries should not be done at the ex-
pense of the United States Air Force.
Is that correct?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. That is correct.

Mr, SYMINGTON. Does not the
Senator know that in the case of some
countries to which military aid is going,
we have shipped the planes, but they
have not yet trained the pilots; so the
planes, in quantities, are lying around
idle?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The Senator is in
a much better position than I am to state
the facts. I shall be glad to have him
answer his own question in that respect.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I think I present-
ed those facts yesterday to the distin-
guished Senator from Wyoming, with
respect to one particular case.

Mr. O'MAHONEY, Isthe Senator re-
ferring to the situation in Belgium?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Iam. Itisamat-
ter of published record.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Although Belgium
has the planes, it does not have the
personnel.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Has not trained
the personnel.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. That iscorrect.

Let me say to the Senator at this
point that a young gentleman from my
State, Mr. Larry Johnson, of Casper,
Wyo., who was an all-American high-
school football player on the Casper,
Wpyo., high-school team, on which he
played center, and who was one of my
two appointees to the Air Force Acad-
emy, was sitting in the gallery a few
minutes ago., He is going to the Air
Force Academy. I want to be sure that
when he and all the other students at the
Air Force Academy are graduated, they
will have the material with which to de-
fend themselves and their country.
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Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
will the Senator further yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. SYMINGTON. As the Senator
well knows, commanders of all the major
commands of the Air Force have stated
in testimony released by the Department
of Defense, that they are short of planes,
that they are short of personnel, and
that they are short of bases. That
situation has now been recognized by the
Congress, which, under the Constitution,
has the responsibility to raise and main-
tain our military establishment.

As T understand it, what the Senator
has in mind is that, inasmuch as the
Congress has decided on more money
for the Air Force, he does not want to
see more money given to foreign military
-establishments if it is to be denied to the
United States Air Force through the
impounding of funds.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. My conviction is
that if the United States does not have
adequate airpower, the whole world lacks
airpower, and a sneak attack on the
United States would mean the destruc-
tion of freedom. Therefore, I believe it
is important that both of these amend-
ments should be added to the bill.

Inquiry at the desk indicates that I
have only 13 minutes remaining of the
time allotted to me under the unani-
mous-consent agreement. After I an-
swer the Senator’s next question, or after
he makes his next observation, I shall
ask the opposition to express itself, if
there is any opposition.

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator isan
able constitutional lawyer with long ex-
perience in this field. What we are real-
ly getting into is the question of the
right of the President and his aides to
thwart the will of the Congress with
respect to the size of the Military Estab-
lishment.

Is not that true?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The Constitution
of the United States gives to the Con-
gress the right to make the appropria-
tions. Congress passes the bills. The
bills are sent to the President, and when
they are signed by the President they
become the law of the land, The Presi-
dent then, under his oath of office to
execute the laws which are passed by the
Congress, with his approval, has no
ri&l{llt to impound funds thus appropri-
ated.

Efforts have been made in the past to
give the President the power to veto sec-
tions or items in appropriation bills. I
would be glad to support such an amend-
ment. But when there is no such power
in the President, I want to make it ex-
plicitly clear that he cannot act in that
way. That is totalitarianism. That is
executive government,

Mr. SYMINGTON. Last night several
Senators stated they were voting only
with great reservations for military as-
sistance to Yugoslavia, and they were
doing so on the basis of trust in the
President. Certainly if the Senate is

willing to trust the President in connee- -

tion with foreign aid, especially foreign
military aid, the President should respect
the opinion of the Congress as expressed
only today.

tMr. O'MAHONEY. I thank the Sen-
ator,
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Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time will be charged to the remaining
time of the Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Will the Chair
advise me how much time I have leit?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has 6 minutes remaining.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I want the Sena-
tors to know what is being offered. I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roil.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY].

Mr. OMAHONEY. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays on my amend-
ment.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President,
how much time have I remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has 32 minutes. Does the Sen-
ator from Wyoming yield back the re-
mainder of his time?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I am told by Sen-
ators who are walking around the
Chamber that it may be possible to work
out an agreement on the amendment. I
therefore ask unanimous consent that
my time may be suspended.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection——

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. What is the

request?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is trying to state it. TIs there ob-
jection to the request that the time of
the Senator from Wyoming be sus-
pended? :

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I am asking that
the time which is now being occupied
by Members of the Senate in seeking to
come to a compromise upon the amend-
ment may not be taken out of my time.
I have only 3 minutes remaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Wyoming?

The Chair hears none, and it is so
ordered.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield to the Senator from Georgia
as much time as he may desire to use
in opposition to the amendment. '

Mr., GEORGE. Mr. President, the
statement of policy in the bill contains
everything that is contained in the pro-
posed amendment, except that the Sena-~
tor from Wyoming desires to add, as an
additional policy statement, that, so long

-as the threat of communism continues,

the United States will build up its air-
power and nuclear power, and so forth,
for its own security.

As a matter of fact, it would present
to the world, on the one hand, an assur-

ance of help, and, with the other hand, -

carry the deadly threat of nuclear weap-
ons. It has no place in the bill. It ought
not to be added to the bill. What our
policy is, is a matter for the determina-
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tion of other committees which have
jurisdiction over matters of that kind.
If the Senator wishes to press his amend-
ment, I suggest, rather than to continue
to debate it on the floor, that we have a
yea-and-nay vote on it. I would agree
merely to take it to conference, but I
would not agree to insist on it in con-
ference, because it is so decidedly inhar-

monious with the whole purpose of the.

Mutual Security Act.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. GEORGE. 1 yield.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I now read from
page 25 of the bill, beginning at line 10:

SEc. 2. Statement of policy: (a) The Con-
gress of the United States recognizes that
the peace of the world and the security of
the United States are endangered as long as
international communism and the nations it
controls continue by threat of military
action.

I ask the Senator if that language in

.the bill does not recognize the fact that

there is a Communist threat of military
action.

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, yes.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Does the Senator
from Georgia deny that the Communist
threat of military action includes the
threat of the use of nuclear weapons?

Mr. GEORGE. I do not know about
that.

Mr, O'MAHONEY, Has not the Sen=-
ator heard reports tc that effect?

Mr. GEORGE. The declaration of
policy which appears in the pending bill
has been contained in all mutual-security
bills practically in this form since the
beginning. Sometimes it has been re-

“written, but all mutual-security acts have

carried practically this same declaration.

What I am pointing out is that it does
not make very much progress toward the
peace of the world to be threatening the
world with nuclear weapons. It is not a
matter of public policy which the Com-

_mittee on Foreign Relations should be in-

serting in the bill. It is a matter for the
‘Committee on Armed Services and for
other committees of the Senate.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Is it not a fact
that Congress continues to appropriate
the money to build the atom bomb?

Mr. GEORGE. I presume so. That
comes within the jurisdiction of other
committees.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. We are talking
now about the jurisdiction of tiie Senate.

Mr. GEORGE. I understand that.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. It is the Senate
which passes the bill.

Mr. GEORGE. I understand that.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Of course the
Senator understands it. Why, then,
should not the Senate, after having just
agreed to the conference report on the
Defense Department appropriation bill,
containing the funds, declare now that
we intend to continue to build up our own
airpower.

Mr. GEORGE. I would get nowhere
arguing with the Senator, I merely say

“that it is wholly inconsistent with the

mutual-aid program, a program which
we instituted for the purpose of restor-
ing a war-devastated world, to write this
sort of threat in the very body of the
preamble, so to speak, as a statement of

-policy. The Senator has other amend-
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ments which undertake to force the
President to use certain money for the
Air Force or to suffer the withdrawal of
an equal amount of money provided by
the bill to carry out this purpose. The
Foreign Relations Committee has noth-
ing to do with atomic energy, and has
nothing to do with building nuclear
weapons, and has nothing to do with
airplanes as such, or with navies, as such.
I hope the Senator will not insist on the
amendment.

I could not agree to take the amend-
ment to conference unless it were under-
stood that the other amendments he
has submitted are to be withdrawn. If
that is to be understood, I will agree to
take this amendment to conference, but
I will very frankly say that I do not
think it has any place in the hill.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President,
may I ask the Senator a question? Will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. GEORGE. I yield.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Do I understand
the Senator now to say that he will ac-
cept the amendment to the declaration
of policy and take it to conference?

Mr. GEORGE. I will, provided the
other amendments of the Senator are
withdrawn.

Mr. O'MAHONLEY. There is only one
other amendment which is related to this
subject, although I have two other
amendments.

Mr. GEORGE. I mean the one that
is related to this subject.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
am a realist. I see what the situation
is. It is 20 minutes to 2 o'clock. Many
Members of the Senate are at luncheon
and many are afttending committiee
meetings. Iknow there are several com-
mittee meetings in progress from which
it is not possible to draw Members at
this time. I shall, therefore, in order
to get this declaration of policy before
the conferees, agree, reluctantly and
against my better judgment, not to offer
the new section 13 which I had intended
to propose, to erect a legal bar against
the impounding of funds appropriated
by Congress only today for the defense
of the United States. -

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I am
willing to take the amendment to con-
ference, with the statement I made for
the RECORD.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield back the time on the
amendment,

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield back the remainder of our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Wyom-
ing [Mr. O'MAHONEY].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. President, I offer
the amendment, which is at the desk and
ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendment offered by
the Senator from Illinois,

The LecistATIVE CLERK. On page 38,
between lines 18 and 19, it is proposed to
insert the following: :

(e) Add the following new section:

“Sec. 515. Provisions of this act authoriz-
ing the appropriation of funds shall be con-
strued to authorize the granting in any ap-
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propriation act of authority to enter into
contracts, within the amounts so authorized
to be appropriated, creating obligations in
advance of appropriations.”

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, on be-
half of the committee, and subject, of
course, to further advice by the depart-
ment heads who have to deal with this
problem, I shall be willing to take the
amendment to conference.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. Does it provide for
money not appropriated for contracts?

Mr. DIRKSEN. It merely gives to the
Appropriations Committee the authority
to use the contract authority within the
limits of this bill, if it sees fit to do so.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield back our time on the amend-
ment.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
¥yield back our time on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Illi-
nois [Mr. DIRKSEN].

« The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, I have
one more amendment, which I ask to
have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendment offered
by the Senator from Illinois.

The LEeGISLATIVE CLERK. It is pro-
posed, in section 8 (a) which amends
section 401, to add the following new
paragraph:

{(4) In the next to the last sentence of
section 401 (a), which imposes a cumula-
tive ceiling on the use of funds without
voucher, strike out *$50 million"” and insert
“$55 million.”

(5) Add to section 401 the following new
subsection:

*“*(e) There is hereby authorized to be ap~
propriated to the President not to exceed
§5 million, to remain available until ex-
pended, to enable the President in his dis-
cretion, through programs of information,
relief, exchange of persons, education, re-
settlement, to make grants to private non-
profit organizations engaged in keeping alive
the will for freedom, and by other material
means to encourage the hopes and aspira-
tions of peoples who have been enslaved
by communism."' *

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the
committee, so far as I am able to speak
for it, is willing to accept this amend-
ment and take it to conference. I think
it is a meritorious amendment.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

"~ Mr. ELLENDER. Does it increase the
appropriation?

~ Mr. DIRESEN. It would increase the
authorization of the unvouchered funds.

Mr. President, the amendment has the
support of the Secretary of State ex-
pressed in a letter addressed to me.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I have
no objection to the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
time yielded back?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Yes, Mr.
President.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr., President, I
yield back our time on the amendment,

Is all
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Illi-
nois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. g

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. LANGER. I call up my amend-
ment identified as “6-28-56—C."”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end
of the bill it is proposed to add a new
section, as follows:

SEc. 14. Notwithstanding the foregoing
provisions of this act, such provisions shall
not be construed to authorize the appropria-
tion for the fiscal year 1957 of amounts
aggregating In excess of $3,270,075,000,

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, last
evening 27 Senators voted for the Long
amendment which provided for a reduc-
tion of approximately $2 billion. I now
offer my amendment reducing the
amount by $1 billion.

Because of my temporary disability,
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the clerk may read a statement
which I have prepared in connection
with the amendment.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
have no objection to the reading by the
clerk, because of the condition of the
Senator's eyes, if it may be understood
that it will be within the time limitation.

Mr. LANGER. That is correct.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, as I understand, the distinguished
Senator from North Dakota has 30 min-
utes. If the clerk uses the 30 minutes
and has not concluded within that time
he will discontinue reading, or there will
be extra time yielded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That
is correct.

Is there objection to the unanimous
consent request? The Chair hears none,
and the clerk will read the statement of
the Senator from North Dakota.

There being no objection, the legisla-
tive clerk read as follows:

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, once
more, almost as inexorably as death and
taxes, the mutual security bill is with
us this year for Senate action. Once
again, as it has been asked every year
since 1948, this body is asked to approve
enormous expenditures of the people’s
money for a program which—I do not
care how many times it may be denied—
has lost the confidence of the American
people. The point has been reached,
Mr. President, when even its most fanati-
cal supporters can no longer suppress
their misgivings as to the soundness and
effectiveness of a foreign policy which is
predicated upon a profligacy of the pub-
lic funds, and little else. I think it is
about time we appreciated that this is
the people’'s money we are throwing
away—I say “throwing away” advis-
edly—and that the people are getting fed
up with the entire business. As I shall
attempt to demonstrate somewhat later
in this statement, the people have good
reason to be fed up.

. I have repeatedly voted against the
mutual security bills, and I intend to do
so again this time. When the basic leg-
islation, the Mutual Security Act of 1954,
came hefore us, I voted against it in the
Foreign Relations Committee, and I filed
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a report setting forth the reasons for
my dissent. It is not my purpose here
to review all the considerations which I
detailed in support of my dissenting
views. Suffice it to observe that, among
other things, I protested against fur-
nishing new M—-47 tanks to Yugoslavia’'s
Tito; to a nation which is not particu-
larly devoted to the cause of democracy;
to a nation which was—and still is—un-
reliable and which might someday even
direct against us the power we furnished
it.

Oh, I know, this was said to be a cal-
culated risk. It is now beginning to be
clear that this was a miscalculated risk;
and many a people has wound up in
chains for errors of this kind. Mr. Pres-
ident, it is about time we stopped con-
ducting foreign relations on the basis of
a haphazard arithmetic which hardly
passes for statesmanship.

I protested, too, against the pouring
out of billions for military equipment
for people overseas; and against the tre-
mendous sums spent to maintain Ameri-
can troops and bases abroad, while neg-
lecting our own military bastions in the
United States. I protested against the
dissipation of our national resources—
resources which were once thought in-
exhaustible, but which, alas, we realize
now are by no means unlimited. Like a
great many other people who were con-
cerned lest we spend our way into the
economic collapse which the Soviet
Marxists confidently predict, I worried
over the grevious debt load of the
United States. I protested against this
load which should have been substan-
tially reduced by this time, during the
10 years of postwar prosperity we are
now supposed to be enjoying at inflated
prices. If that debt load could not be
whittled down during these years of
high-level income, what shall we antici-
pate in lean years? Repudiation?

I pointed out in my report 2 years ago
that we must no longer be deceived about
NATO; that it was time we recognized
it was a flat failure, and that, despite
a thousand assurances to the contrary
from our military leaders, the forces at
the disposal of that organization could
never offer any real obstacle to a deter-
mined push by 175 divisions of Soviet
trcops backed, as they are today, with
atomic weapons. No, Mr. President,
there is only one real deterrent to Soviet
aggression, and that is the armed might
and the economic solvency of the United
States; and the fear of Russian leaders
that though they might bomb the cities
of Europe or of this country into radio-
active dust, they would in turn be re-
duced to rubble by our own airpower.
Today, NATO’s disintegration has be-
come self-evident even to our Secretary
of State, who has been proposing meth-
ods for reinvigorating it along other
than military lines.

Against all this scattergun squander-
ing of tax money, I protested; but above
all, I protested against the fundamental
principles on which the so-called mu-
tual-security bill is founded. The en-
tire program is based upon a misconcep-
tion as to how we should proceed in order
to safeguard the security of our Nation.
Somehow, the policymakers of our coun-
try for the past 8 years have managed
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to persuade the American people and
their Representatives in Congress that
the only way to insure the security of
the United States is by putting vast sums
of money and arms at the disposal of
foreign governments, many of whom,
when the chips are down, are found in
our adversaries’ camp on important in-
ternational issues. It is a curious con-
ception—this notion that our security
can be increased directly in proportion to
the amount of money we spend abroad.
It seems to involve two primary assump-
tions, both fallacious: First, that by giv-
ing away large amounts of money we
would make friends of countries in those
areas which are in dire need. We are
coming to appreciate, to our sorrow, the
fallacy of this assumption; high author-
ity recently admitted that we should not
expect any more than that these coun-
tries remain neutral. We found we
could not buy their friendship; now we
hope our aid program will at least pre-
serve their neutrality in the latest phase
of this coexistence battle of which we
have heard so much from Khrushchey
and his cohorts.

We should not be surprised at these
developments, As it usually happens,
generogity to friends results in loss of
both money and friends.

The second erroneous assumption in
this approach to security is that by fur-
nishing military aid to friendly coun-
tries we may thereby build a strong mili-
tary bulwark of freedom, against overt
and subversive aggression. This assump-
tion is still reflected in the current mu-
tual security bill, which provides more
than 3 times as much military as eco-
nomic aid, as though nothing had been
learned at all in the past 5 years about
the nature of the enemy we face, and
how that threat should be met. The
policy planners are drifting blithely
along, ignoring that all the trends in
Europe are away from, not toward, in-
creased military security; ignoring that
the German people are most reluctant to
conscript the divisions we thought we
would have for NATO; ignoring that the
French have moved all their infantry to
North Africa in a “first things first” re-
action to national interest; ignoring that
even the British are seriously thinking of
abolishing conscription; yes, ignoring al-
most everything of any relevance to the
problem before us except the same blind
course of spending more and more money
on military aid.

Mr. President, in the past 2 years I
have seen nothing to make me believe I
was wrong in opposing the Mutual Se-
curity Act of 1954, or to feel that I should
now change my position, No effort what-
soever has been made by the executive
branch to reexamine the sterile policy it
is following, or to challenge the assump-
tions we have been asked to swallow. On
the contrary, the administration this
vear has asked for a bigger authorization,
for more extended control, with nothing
to justify it except the same worn-out
slogans that have been tossed at us year
after year.

And the program has become almost
a disease of the National Government.
It has become a habit, from which no
relief is promised. If there was the
slightest basis for hoping that the pend-
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ing request would mark the end of this
drain on American wealth, then, even
though the program itself be badly
planned, there might be some excuse
for accepting it. But there is no such
hope. I know what will happen and
what has happened on this floor. One
of my colleagues after another will rise
to declaim that this is the last time he
will vote for the program—at least,
until the subject has been thoroughly
reexamined. He will protest against the
bill as bad legislation. But he will vote
for it. And why? Because we have
been sold a bill of goods, an excuse for
a policy where there is no real policy.
We have been given no choice, except a
Wrong one.

If ever, Mr. President, there was a
program that called for an “agonizing
reappraisal,” it is the euphemistic mon-
strosity called the Mutual Security Act.
Yet only now, after 8 years of a cavalier
largesse with the people’s hard-earned
money, are we beginning to perceive that
there must be something very wrong
with what we have suffered to continue
away beyond reason. Only now are we
convinced that a complete examination
must be made of the program.

Last Monday the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee approved a resolu-
tion which would provide for an objec-
tive and impartial investigation of the
entire aid program. It is a pity such a
resolution was not adopted by the Sen-
ate at least 5 years ago. Both our pres-
tige and our people would have been the
richer. The worst of it is that there
is no proof, other than unverified asser-
tion, that our security would not have
been equally as advanced, or retarded,
as it is today. In fact, there is disturb-
ing evidence that we are in a weaker
position internationally than we were
2 years ago.

I know that the people of my own State
have long since had enough of this
mutual aid—or, as it is more accurately
called, “foreign aid.” They have been
unconvinced by the battery of argu-
ments thrown at them that there is any-
thing mutual about it. They know it is
a one-way street. They know it for
what it really is, aid to foreign people,
to foreign governments, which is taken
out of their pockets. This draining of
their resources hits them in two ways,
first by depriving them directly of things
they could buy for themselves, and sec-
ond, by contributing to the inflationary
process which operates every time vast
sums are expended in nonproductive
goods. Yet, at the very time when farm-
ers are being driven to the wall, when
small-business men are going broke,
when a rebellion is brewing throughout
the country against the weight of a mur-
derous taxload, the administration has
the temerity to ask for more billions.
Stupidity in foreign relations is com-
pounded by callous indifference to the
welfare of our own people.

Mr. President, I have always believed
it to be right for Americans to give as-
sistance to people abroad whenever they
are struck by a catastrophe or are in
grave distress. The world knows, or
should know, how generous Americans
are by nature. But the first obligation
of the American Government is to its



1956

own citizens. The first duty of the
American family is to itself. We are not
here to remake the lives or the society
of other peoples. In our effort to do so
we have alienated friends, kindled re-
sentment, and aroused jealousy of our
material possessions. Just what this
has cost us in cold cash, just what it
has cost each individual American, we
shall see in a moment, when we consider
the staggering sums that have been spent
striving for a supposed worldwide se-
curity, a venture which has produced
considerable suspicion as to our motives.
We should have remembered that ex-
travagance often breeds contempt,
among nations as well as individuals.
Altruism without ulterior motives is
something that most backward areas of
the world, with their colonial history,
simply do not understand.

On June 16, Mr. President, the Secre-
tary of State delivered an address at
Iowa State College, in which he denied
that the taxpayers’ money has been spent
on so foolish an effort as to seek either
gratitude or subservience.

After blandly asserting that the for-
eign-aid program was successful, he
said:

Our policies command wide respect abroad,
because of their intrinsic merit. But the
success of our foreign-aid program is to be
tested, not by gratitude, not by subservience,
but by whether it makes more vigorous the
freedoms elsewhere that buttress the free-
dom of ourselves. By that test, our program
works.

Mr. President, this is a most astonish-
ing statement. Neither by Mr. Dulles’
test, nor by any other objective standard,
can the foreign-aid program be charac-
terized as a success. In fact, by almost
any measuring rod it is an abysmal fail-
ure, and at an appalling cost. To say
that our policies—any of our policies—
have been a howling successs in the face
of the new Soviet dynamics, is to float in
a pharisaical dream world.

Far from capturing any initiative in
the cold war—or in its new seductive
model of competitive existence—we have
been captured by a snare of our own
making, victims of a delusion that this
thing called foreign aid can be a univer-
sal substitute for sound diplomacy and
realistic thinking.

I submit, Mr. President, that one of
the cardinal objectives of a foreign pol-
icy should ke to keep old friends, win
over new ones, and impress upon other
nations—whether they be neutral or
allied governments—the conviction that
it is to their greatest advantage to con-
form their own policies to the great ob-
jectives of world peace and the inde-
pendence of all nations, which we pur-
sue., It might be worth while to cast a
quick glance at some of the critical areas
of the world, just to see how successful
American foreign-aid policy has been.

The Middle East is one area that per-
mits of no complacency by anybody. We
have all been deeply concerned over the
path which Egypt's leaders have been
following in the past months. Economic
aid programed for Egypt during fiscal
1955 and 1956 was fixed at approximately
100 million dollars. Presumably, one of
the prime goals of our policy sh-uld have
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been to prevent Egypt from being drawn
into the Soviet orbit. Has our policy
been successful? Just read the daily
newspapers. In one of the most stra-
tegically vital areas of the globe, where
the fate of civilization has repeatedly
been determined throughout history,
our policy—or lack of policy—has been
a rank, dismal and tragic failure. We
have lost Nasser, despite the foreign aid
program; and we lost him because our
diplomacy in the Middle East during the
past few years is a bewildering illustra-
tion of a floundering policy in Wash-
ington that has brought us into disrepute
all over the world. Diplomacy—not dol-
lar aid—would have salvaged that situa-
tion in Egzypt, and the records of the
Department of State will prove it. We
lost Nasser because we refused to sell
him arms he could pay for in pounds,
and at a time when we knew the alterna-
tive before him was to purchase muni-
tions from the Iron Curtain. The path
to peace in the Middle East is not
through foreign aid; but through a hard
diplomacy that knocks recalcitrant heads
together in a definitive arbitral settle-
ment of the Arab-Israeli crisis; a diplo-
macy that sternly warns these lilliputian
nations that we simply will not tolerate
any more of their sabre-rattling, much
less full-scale warfare. But let us keep
on drifting, and we are apt to find our-
selves confronted with another Musso-
lini in North Africa.

The crowning irony of this whole
wretched episode is that it had to be
left to the Soviet Union to arrest the
drift toward war in the Middle East, not
for any ‘peace-loving” considerations,
but for reasons of its own national and
international aspirations. Our govern-
ment sat on its hands, apparently fear-
ful to move in any direction, fearful to
show positive determination, lest it of-
fend either party, hoping that someone
else would resolve the crisis, or that it
would go away like a bad dream.

We really showed a “recaptured in-
itiative” on that one, did we not? Soviet
action alone permitted the limited, tem-
porary success attained by the Hammer-
skjold mission. And here we are, still
sitting on our hands, though the crisis
remains with us; though the Arab-Israeli
sore is festering; though the plight of
Palestine refugees worsens; and though
the Nasser regime has made it clear it
will, wher. ready, smash at Israel with all
the Soviet equipment it commands.
Does anyone think that because we re-
frained from *“offending” Nasser, his
glandular reactions toward us will be
more sugary and affectionate? Greece
offers additional proof that our foreign
aid program is a poor substitute for
an intelligent, forthright diplomacy.
Despite the millions upon millions we
have poured into that country, Greek-
American relations have been steadily
deteriorating. But the Russians come
along when a segment of Greek agri-
culture is threatened; all they do is buy
up a few orange and lemon crops, and
immediately grateful praise is tendered
to them as the saviours of the Greek
farmer. The same nauseating picture is
repeatedly encountered elsewhere.

About the best that can be said of our
foreign-aid acccmplishments in the Far
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East is that, although we are still bum-
bling along, we have not yet been thrown
out of that area. But can it honestly
be said that our aid policy has pro-
moted brotherly understanding and
strengthened the cause of peace? On
the contrary, our predominantly mili-
tary programing, designed to support an
unrealistic association of infirm nations,
has fanned old irritations and provoked
suspicions as to the intentions of the
SEATO powers. SEATO is a formula,
not a structure; it is mere verbiage, de-
void of any substantial vitality apart
from the armed power of the United
States.

Military aid to Pakistan enrages its
Indian neighbor, and vice versa. Eco-
nomic assistance freely given without
strings, and even when on a nonreim-
bursable basis, is taken for granted with
little or no credit acknowledged to the
United States; whereas the hard busi-
ness propositions extended with a wave
and a flourish by the Soviet Union are
acclaimed by the people as an unselfish
contribution, from a nation whose mo-
tives are always ulterior.

If there is one nation on the face of
the earth that at least should not show
consistent hostility to the United States,
that nation is India. It was our power-
ful support that pressured the British
into granting India complete political
liberty. We have felt a certain respon-
sibility for the continued independence
of that country. We have given India
almost half a billion dollars in aid.
Surely, one would think, this should have
been sufficient to deter anti-American-
ism among the Indian people. Alas, no-
where else on earth are America's mo-
tives more suspect; nowhere else are we
more disliked—except in the Soviet Un-
ion itself—than in India. Yet, I do not
say that mnations—particularly those
struggling to find their way—should be
pressured into joining us as allies. Such
tactics. would only alienate our friends.
What I do say is that these nations,
while professing neutrality, should not
be openly hostile in word or deed while
supping at our table. When has Nehru
ever indicated his support for our posi-
tion, as opposed to the Soviets, on vital
international issues? No propaganda
against us is too extreme for Indian ac-
ceptance, whether it be bacteriologieal
warfare, or racial hatred. Oh, I know,
we are told we must not expect the In-
dians to take our side; our objective must
be only to maintain India’s independ-
ence. This, it is asserted, will be a vic-
tory for the free world. I can agree with
that proposition, Mr. President; but I
submit that there is not a scintilla of
evidence to demonstrate that we are
unable to achieve the very same result,
perhaps even more effectively, by means
other than this incredible squandering
of public money. If that be our objec-
tive, we are not only pursuing wrong
methods, but we are paying a fantastic
price.

Much the same can be said for our
policy in Indonesia. In our supreme
altruism, we literally tore that archi-
pelago from the Netherlands, before the
native population was ready for the re-
sponsibilities of nationhood. ¥Yet there,
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too, we not only will not win any popu-
larity contest, but the coloration of In-
donesia’s political future is altogether
obscure.

Mr. President, when I reflect upon
the myopic course of our policies in the
Far East, I am depressed. We started
making mistakes with respect to China
and Japan back in 1931, and appar-
ently we have not learned anything from
the errors of the past 25 years. Those
mistakes embroiled us in a war with
Japan. They involved us in a terrible
war with Communist China which, as
I see it, could have been avoided by a
sound policy toward the Chinese Com-
munist government at the beginning,
no matter how much we detested it.

‘Why has not someone had the courage
to get up on this floor and admit that we
made a ghastly blunder in our China
policy after the Communists gained con-
trol of the mainland? With 96 Senators
in this Chamber, why have not any of
us attempted to challenge the course
which both Democratic and Republican
administrations have clung to as gospel
since 1950, so that the barest suggestion
that there might have been an alterna-
tive is treated as heresy? Why did we
not perceive, once China had fallen to
the Communists, that we had an oppor-
tunity to help shape the future course
of that country—even though it be Com-
munist—in ways less detrimental to our
security than the course we have
pursued?

‘Why could not we realize, Mr. Presi-
dent, that it was to our national in-
terest to drive a wedge between Stalin
and Mao Tze-tung, to win the Chinese
leader over to our side, or at least to a
neutral position, instead of driving him
closer and closer to the Soviet Union by
a blind-alley concept of foreign rela-
tions? Why could not we have sought
to make China less instead of more de-
pendent upon the Soviet Union? When
the Communist regime took over, they
were starting almost from scratch, in-
dustrially. It might have been American
equipment, American technicians, Amer-
ican replacement parts on which the
government of Mao has to rely. Now it
is probably too late to salvage anything
from this self-defeating policy. We are
stuck with it.

Oh, I know, we do not like Red China.
We do not like murderous revolution-
aries, gangsters, and criminals. But it
was not so long ago, Mr. President, that
we felt the same way about the Japanese
people, and about the German people.
They, too, were barbarians. They con-
ducted a Bataan death march, remem-
ber? They raped our nurses; they
burned people in gas chambers. Yet
today we have clasped them to our bosom
as defenders of the free way of life.

It is no tribute to statesmanship to
make enemies, or to keep them when it is
no longer in the national interest. And
it is stupidity to retain a policy when
events make clear that the policy injures
the national interest. That point, I sub-
mit, has been reached with respect to our
foreign aid program, as it has been op-
erated in the Far East and in Europe,.

It is anything but reassuring to survey
the results of that program in Europe. I
have already referred to Yugoslavia,
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Perhaps the recent realinement of Tito
with the Soviet Union—and make no
mistake about it, it is a realinement—
could have been anticipated in view of
Yugoslavia’s evolving trade pattern.
Last year, the U. S. S. R. was fifth in im-
portance among all Yugoslav markets. A
considerable increase in that trade is in-
evitable as a result of its latest, extensive
credit agreements with the Soviet bloe.
Foreign aid put Yugoslavia back on its
feet—so that it could march side by side
with the U. S. 8. R. in a more proliferat-
ing pan-Russian commonwealth,

One of the principal beneficiaries of
the aid program in Europe has been
France. Since 1949, the French have re-
ceived from us over $3 billion in military
assistance and approximately $3.2 billion
in straight economic aid. About $500
million in military aid from 1950-56
funds is still to be delivered. In addition
to all this, Mr. President, we gave them
during fiscal 1955 and fiscal 1956 some-
thing over $800 million in military sup-
plies specifically for the conduct of their
war in Indochina. This comes to a grand
total of over $7.5 billion for France alone,
since 1949. All of this, of course, came
out of the pocket of the American tax-
payer.

Now, just what did all that financial
and military support accomplish? Is the
French internal political and economic
situation more favorable than it was
when the program was started? Has the
FrencH economy been placed upon a
sounder footing? Or would it not be in
a healthier position today if the French
people had been forced by circumstances
to put their own house in order, as did
the Belgians and Dutch, who suffered
great devastation?

Mr. President, I was always under the
impression that the purpose of granting
military aid to France, at least initially,
was to strengthen that country as a
force for NATO and the defense of Eu-
rope. How has France used this
strength? It has been spewed out on
the battlefields of a colonial war in Indo-
china which became transmuted into
another war with the Chinese Commu-
nists. Hundreds of millions of dollars in
equipment were abandoned in Vietnam,
and are still in the process of being re-
covered by our military teams.

At the present time, France is using
our military aid to retain control over
her colonial empire in Algeria—or to
suppress an insurrection—depending
upon the way one looks at it. And today,
France is a weak link in NATO. My per-
sonal conviction is that so far as another
war in Europe is concerned, we have no
business counting on the French mili-
tary power for any purpose. This is a
simple sociological deduction, drawn,
among other things, from the awesome
bloodletting France sustained in the
First World War, and the history of the
Second World War.

Mr. President, I have no desire to ex-
tend this review of the reasons why I
am voting against the foreign-aid pro-
gram. But there are some hard facts
upon which we must reflect before de=
ciding to continue a policy as demon-
strably ineffectual as this one. The
facts are these:

June 29

From 1940 to 1955, we furnished a net
total of over $94 billion in aid to other
governments. If we include the amounts
expended during the current fiscal year,
that total becomes more than $101 bil-
lion. Do all of us fully realize what this
means to the people of the United
States? Taking an average population
base of 140 million people during that
15-year period, every man, woman, and
child in our country contributed over
$720 to foreign aid. In somewhat dif-
ferent terms, from the pockets of every
family of four persons, the Government
seized over $2,880 to provide for the
common defense and promote the gen-
eral welfare of nations all over the globe.
Think of it, Mr. President: almost $3,000
per family. And this was saddled on the
American taxpayer in addition to $12
billion in grants and credits which we
furnished to Europe after World War I,
when the dollar had far more value.

We who are the elected agents of the
people in Congress are the custodians of
their wealth. This wealth is a sacred
public trust. I dispute bitterly that we
are discharging our trust when we in-
vite every nation on earth to drain the
pecple’s birthright for this foreign-aid
program.

There is so much that needs to be
done inside our own country for the wel-
fare of our people—apart from building
American military might—which only a
small portion of this money could ac-
complish. One-tenth of the sum thus
far expended would have paid enormous
dividends in medical research, and di-
rectly contributed to the strength of
America. Mr. President, there are over
9 million of our people who are receiving
treatment for arthritis. Five million of
these individuals require financial as-
sistance, if they are to be treated. The
incidence of heart disease and cancer is
too familiar to require comment here.
Does anyone doubt that a fraction of the
sum spent on foreign aid would have per-
mitted great strides to be made in con-
quering these ailments, as we are now
eradicating polio?

It was not long ago that we were very
complacent about our technological ad-
vancement. Suddenly we find that So-
viet output of highly skilled engineers far
exceeds our own. We are in short sup-
ply, while the Soviets have an exportable
surplus. We should be investing money
in projects designed to overcome our de-
ficiencies in the training of engineers and
technical personnel, if we are to meet this
Soviet challenge. And we should be
spending it on crash programs in aircraft
and missiles, as well as atomic develop-
ment, before the Soviets have achieved
a decisive advantage, if they have not
already done so.

I see very little in the record to induce
me to acecept blindly assertions from any
quarter, whether it be military or politi-
cal, about our alleged superiority in
atomic or other weapons over the Soviet
Union. Last year—according to in-
formation given us when the foreign-aid
bill was being considered—we were sup-
posed to posses a vast margin of superi-
ority over the Soviet Union in long-range
bombers, and an almost unchallengeable
position with respect to medium bomb-
ers. Yet where are we, in fact, today?
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According to the most reliable figures
available, the United States has 1 wing
of B-52's—between 35 to 45 planes—
that are combat ready, in comparison
with some 90 to 100 Soviet bombers in
the same class. In the medium bomber
category, the Russians are rapidly over-
hauling us, with 2,000 planes to our 3,000.
Our vaunted primacy of B-47's has
dwindled to 1,000 airplanes. In the re-
maining two important categories, we
are an also-ran. The Soviet light jet
bombers outnumber ours by a margin of
5 to 1; and in the vital combat category
of jet fighters, the Soviet planes out-
number ours by a margin of at least 7 to
1, for in this category the Soviets possess
from 12,000 to 15,000 planes. On Tues=
day, it was reported from the Moscow
air show that the Soviets had unveiled a
supersonic twin-engine bomber, some-
thing we do not yet have.

All of us are aware of these facts. I
think we can also assume that the regime
which turned out the MIG-15, can also
make first-rate bombers. The truth of
the matter is that the Soviets have been
quietly pushing a crash program in air
power, in atomic power, and in naval
power, ever since the end of the World
‘War IL.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Pas-
TORE in the chair). The time yielded to
the Senator from North Dakota has ex-
pired.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I
yield 1 more minute on the bill to the
Senator from North Dakota, so that his
speech may be completed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from North Dakota is recog-
ﬁﬁed for an additional minute on the

The legislative clerk read the re-
mainder of Mr. LANGER'S speech, as
follows:

Mr, LANGER. To what have we been
devoting the maximum of our effort?
- To foreign aid. This foreign aid will,
indeed, be great protection for our sur-
face vessels against Russian submarines.

Mr. President, the battle with Soviet
communism is being lost in the schools
of this Nation; it is being lost in our
laboratories; and it is being lost in our
aircraft factories. But what is much
worse, that battle is being lost on the
floor of the Senate. If the foreign-aid
program could be said to have created
even a small portion of the security it
was supposed to provide, I might feel
differently about the cost to our people.
‘What is so serious is that we could have
developed a much more impregnable
position in forece—which the Russian
leaders understand—with far less drain
on our people.

I have no illusions, Mr. President, that
anything I may say here will prevent
the passage of this bill. Yet my convic-
tions compel me to vote against it. I
must vote against it because only if we
deprive our policy planners of the means
to perpetuate the foreign-aid program
will they perhaps be driven to develop a
foreign policy which will be truly in the
national interest, a foreign policy which
will take the place of the miserable ex-
cuse for sound and diplomatic action
embodied in the foreign-aid program.
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Following the reading of Mr, LANGER'S
speech,

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, on the
question of agreeing to my amendment
to the committee amendment, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the
request for the yeas and nays sufficiently
seconded?

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KennNepy in the chair). The Senator
from Alabama will state it.

Mr. SPARKMAN. From whose time
would the time required for a quorum
call be taken? ;

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is informed that the Senator from
North Dakota has no time which can be
used for a quorum call.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Mr. President, I
shall take only a little time to discuss
the amendment of the Senator from
North Dakota to the committee amend-
ment, because I think all the pertinent
facts were well presented to the Senate
during the debate on yesterday by the
very able chairman of the committee, the
distinguished senior Senator from Geor-
gia [Mr. GeEorGel, and the other mem-
bers of the Foreign Relations Committee
and other Members of the Senate,

The net effect of the amendment sub-
mitted by the distinguished Senator from
North Dakota would be to cut the amount
requested by the administration by
$1,400,000,000. The amendment would
cut it $1 billion below the amount re-
ported by the Senate Committee on For-
eign Relations, and would cut it $400
million below the amount voted by the
House of Representatives.

I certainly believe that a majority of
the Senate would feel that such a cut
as that would be entirely too drastic.

Furthermore, it would be a blanket
cut, and I wish to point out that there
is no way of knowing where it would
apply; although by the very nature of
the bill itself, the principal cut would
come in the military aid item, because
80 or 85 percent of the program consists
of military aid. A great part of that
military aid—much greater than has
been the case in past acts providing mu-
tual-security funds—goes to Asia, and
particularly to Formosa and some of the
other countries in that area, which I be-
lieve the great majority of the Senate
would like to see strengthened. The
same thing is true with reference to
Korea.

Only a little more than a year ago
the Senate virtually handed to the Presi-
dent of the United States the right to
use American forces in Korea if neces-
sary to defend that country, The pur-
pose of the heavy aid which we offer to
Formosa in the pending bill is to pro-
vide for the building up of the strength
of that country. I think it is certainly
not stretching the imagination to say
that it might mean the difference he-
tween the ability of Formosa to defend
itself, and our having to use American
boys to defend Formosa, which the Sen-
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ate indicated its willingness to do a little
more than a year ago.

Mr. LANGER., Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. SPAREMAN. I yield.

Mr. LANGER. Is it not true that only
a few days ago the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. RusseLL], chairman of the Commit-
tee on Armed Services, said that this
appropriation could easily stand a $1
billion cut?

Mr. SPAREMAN. I did not talk with
the Senator from Georgia myself, but
I saw him quoted in the press. I take
it for granted that that is his personal
view. The distinguished Senator from
Georgia, whom we all admire and re-
spect, was expressing his own personal
opinion, He did not sit through the
hearings in the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee during the weeks we sat there.

Furthermore, the distinguished Sena-
tor from North Dakota knows that we
invited the Senator from Georgia to ap-
pear before the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee and state his views. I do not
know why he did not appear. Be that
as it may, I was pointing out the fact
that a great part of this money does go
to such places as Formosa and Korea.
We are called upon to support those
countries. They are maintaining their
own defense, but a burden is imposed on
their economies which they are unable
to carry without the funds provided in
this bill.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield.

Mr. LANGER. Is it not true that
yesterday the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. RusseLL], chairman of the Armed
Services Committiee, voted for a cut of
nearly $2 billion proposed by the Sena-
tors from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER and
Mr. Long]?

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is correct;
but I am not certain he would have done
so had he attended the hearings of the
Committee on Foreign Relations and
studied the problem at first hand, as our
committee did. The majority of the
committee decided on the action which
should be taken on this bill.

Mr. President, I merely wished to point
out those few facts. I am not adding
anything to what has been said before.
We are confronted with a problem. No
one wishes to see the continuation of
this program beyond the time when it is
absolutely necessary. Every one of us
would like to see the appropriation re-
duced as much as it can be reduced.
After hearing the testimony, and after
discussing it among ourselves, the deci-
sion which the Commitiee on Foreign
Relations reached was that in these per-
ilous times the program could not stand
any such cut as has been proposed.

Mr. President, it is not my desire to
take any further time of the Senate.
Unless some other Senator wishes to
speak against the amendment, I am pre-
pared to yield back the remainder of the
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All
time has been exhausted or yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Lancer] to the com-
mittee amendment,
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The amendment to the amendment
was rejected.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
offer the amendment which I send to the
desk and ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Montana will be stated.

The CHier CLERK. In section 11 (e),
on page 52, line 19, in the committee
amendment before the word “substitute”,
it is proposed to insert the following:
“strike out ‘section 110 of the Mutual
Security Appropriation Act, 1955 (Pub-
lic Law 778, 83d Cong.)’' and insert ‘sec-
tion 108 of the Mutual Security Appro-
priation Act, 1956 (Public Law 208, 84th
Cong.).'”

Mr., MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
yield myself 2 minutes.

This is purely a techical amendment
to the bill as reported by the committee.

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. FLANDERS. Ishould like to know
the date and designation of this amend-
ment.

Mr. MANSFIELD. If the Senator will
hear me through, I will explain it.

Mr. FLANDERS. I merely wish to
know what we are talking about.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The amendment
has not been printed.

This amendment would correct an
error in the bill. Section 11 (e) of the
bill contains an amendment to section
548 of the Mutual Security Act of 1954
extending for another year the limita-
tion of section 548 on the amount of un-
ohligated and unreserved funds which
may be carried forward to the fiscal year
1957. Section 548 now refers to section
110 of the Mutual Security Appropria-
tion Act, 1955—Public Law 778, 83d Con-
gress. This reference is now out of date
because section 110 was repealed by and
is now superseded by section 108 of the
Mutual Security Appropriation Act,
1956—Public Law 208, 84th Congress.
Section 548 should therefore be corrected
to refer to section 108 of the Mutual Se-
curity Appropriation Act, 1956. This
amendment will make that correction.

I repeat that this amendment is of a
purely technical, perfecting character.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is time
desired on the other side?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
under the ecircumstances, after listening
to the description of the amendment by
the distinguished Senator from Mon-
tana, I see no objection to it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Montana desire fur-
ther time?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield back the
remaining time on this side.

Mr, SALTONSTALL. I yield back all
time on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been exhausted or yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Montana [Mr. MansrFieLp] to the com-
mittee amendment.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr, SPAREMAN. Mr. President, I
offer the amendment which I send to the
desk and ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Alabama will be stated.

The CHiEF CLERK. In section 9 (b) on
page 38, line 4, in the committee amend-
ment it is proposed to strike out the re-
mainder of the sentence after the word
“Congress,” and insert in lieu thereof the
following: “strike out ‘Joint Committee
on the Economic Report’ and insert ‘Joint
Economic Committee and the Senate Se-
lect Committee on Small Business.' "

Mr. SPAREMAN. Mr. President,
this is a technical amendment. Only a
few days ago the President signed an act
changing the name of the Joint Commit-
tee on the Economic Report to the Joint
Economic Committee. This amendment
would merely correct the name of the
committee in the bill.

Mr, SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I
can see no possible objection to the
amendment. If the Senator from Ala-
bama will yield back his time, I will yield
back all my time.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. I yield back all my
time.

Mr, SALTONSTALL. I yield back all
time on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All
time has been exhausted or yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. Sparkman] to the com-
mittee amendment.

The amendment to the smendment
was agreed to.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr., President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. NEUBERGER] on the bill.
SENATOR GEORGE SOUNDS TRUMPET CALL TQ FREE

WORLD

- -Mr, NEUBERGER. Mr. President, no
one could have heard the eloquent ad-
dress by the senior Senator from
Georgia [Mr. GeEorGe]l on June 27 with-
out being impressed. I am convinced
that this great patriot voiced the best
interests of our country and of the free
world when he urged that we continue
the programs which have been so suc-
cessful in recent years toward helping
other nations in their efforts to build a
stronger economic future for their peo-
ples, and toward joining many of them in
building defenses against the military
threats of Soviet and Chinese expansion-
ism. The Nation is, indeed, fortunate
that the eminent chairman of the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee has under-
taken an important new role in the
essential task of the further develop-
ment of the Atlantic Community, which
is the core of these defensive arrange-
ments and of the whole free and demo-
cratic world.

For the reasons advanced so ably by
Senator GEORGE, I intend, without par-
tisanship, to support the Eisenhower ad-
ministration in its requests for the con-
tinued operation of the mutual security
system., Costly as this system is, Mr.
President, it is 100 times preferable—
nay, 1,000 times preferable—to an
armed garrison state or to an ultimate
withering, castastrophic war.
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However, Mr. President, many resi-
dents of my region are disturbed over
one inconsistency between the admin-
istration’s domestic policies and its
mutual security program. They do not
understand why that program encour-
ages and supports with United States
funds the construction of multipurpose
hydroelectric power and irrigation proj-
ects in foreign lands, while the Eisen-
hower administration regards the in-
vestment of the United States funds in
such projects under the same circum-
stances as inimical to the welfare of our
own Nation.

WHY HIGH DAMS FOR FORMOSA, BUT NOT FOR
NORTHWEST?

Because of the beneficence of the Al-
mighty, the American Northwest is
blessed by the presence of the mightiest
source of waterpower on our continent.
More than 40 percent of the potential
hydroelectricity of the United States
lurks within the watershed of the
Columbia River. This vast stream car-
ries down to the sea 180,000,000 acre-
feet of water. It is as much as the key
to the economic future of our as yet
undeveloped region as any similar river
system abroad.

But, Mr. President, this administra-
tion has decided that public investment
in dams to tap the water resources of the
Columbia Basin for power, navigation,
and flood control is adverse to our coun-
try’'s best interests, being even so-called
creeping socialism.

I do not understand, Mr. President,
how this same administration can pro-
mote in Egypt, in Formosa, in Afghani-
stan, in Rhodesia, a policy which the ad-
ministration considers unfit and un-
sound in the United States of America.

Therefore, Mr. President, I intend to
put to the administration—and to its
supporters and spokesmen in this
Chamber—a series of questions concern-
ing its promotion of multipurpose power
projects under the mutual security sys-
tem, elsewhere in the world. I want to
offer the spokesmen for the administra-
tion's policies this opportunity to explain
this evident inconsistency. The replies
should prove of immense interest to the
residents of my State, who have been
denied Federal development of the re-
sources of the Columbia Basin by the
gollcles of the Eisenhower administra-

on.

These are some of the questions which
I am voicing with respect to the curious
contradiction of an administration
which thinks United States investment
in high dams for power and irrigation is
fine for overseas but bad for the United
States.

GOVERNMENT POWER ABROAD BUT NO FEDERAL
PROJECTS AT HOME

First. From time to time, tables have
been inserted in the CoNGrEsSIONAL REC-
orp showing the extent to which United
States foreign-aid funds have, over the
past 7 or 8 years, gone into the develop-
ment of water resources abroad for rec-
lamation, irrigation, and hydroelectric
power; and I suppose it is fair to say
that such projects are not only con-
sistent with, but are actually among the
best examples of our policy to aid the
basic, long-term development of under-
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developed regions. Is it not the case
that this policy will be continued, and
that substantial sums under the author-
ization bill before us may be spent on
such water-resources projects?

Second. Does the United States Gov-
ernment impose any conditions what-
ever on the ownership and control of
these projects overseas which are
financed by American aid funds, or, for
example, of the power generated at
them? Is it not a fact that in almost
every instance major power dams and
reclamation projects abroad are built
and controlled by the recipient govern-
ment? Who will receive the power reve-
nues from these projects?

Third. Much overseas investment of
United States assistance funds is chan-
neled through the World Bank—an inde-
pendent organization financed primarily
by the United States. A few days ago,
the World Bank signed a loan of $80,000,-
000 with the Federation of Rhodesia and
Nyasaland to build the 500,000-kilowatt
EKariba project on the Zambesi River,
which will finally cost about $225,000,000.
Similarly, both the United States and
World Bank assistance has been offered
to Egypt for the Aswan project—the high
dam on the Nile River. We have also
recently undertaken to aid new water-
resource developments on Formosa and,
I believe, in Afghanistan. Are we insist-
ing that there be participation by private
electric utility companies in these proj-
ects, built with United States funds, in
Egypt? In Formosa? In Afghanistan?
In Rhodesia-Nyasaland?

MUTUAL SECURITY SHOULD NOT RULE OUT SAME
POLICY HERE

Fourth. Before Federal investment is
undertaken in a proposed project inside
of this country, the appropriate Federal
agencies make exhaustive studies to es-
tablish the benefit-cost ratios and the
economic feasibility and desirability of
such projects. In the case of United
States assistance to similar projects
abroad, what United States agency as-
sumes responsibility for determining
these data before the investment of
United States aid funds?

The Department of State no doubt
lacks its own experts in these fields. Is
it not the case, then, that in underwrit-
ing hydroelectric and similar water de-
velopment projects abroad, we rely on
the recipient government to decide where
it thinks government funds need to be
invested for the best development of its
country’s resources?

Fifth. In other words, both in our own
foreign assistance policies, as in the pres-
ent bill, and through the World Bank, we
encourage governmental projects abroad,
without any protests against social-
ism, or that the government concerned
should really let private companies do
the job better. How does this square with
the administration’s attitude toward de-
velopment of our own American water
resources?

Sixth. The Senate is aware that power
facilities in most Federal river projects
in the United States fully repay the Fed-
eral taxpayers’ investment, with interest.
How do the administration and its
spokesmen explain and justify a policy
which refuses necessary Federal invest-
ment in resource development in our own
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country, where it would be fully repaid

with interest—while making such invest-

ments of United States funds in similar
projects abroad, which are not to be re-
paid to the United States? Why this

Jekyll and Hyde procedure?

Seventh. I repeat, I support our policy
of assisting underdevelopment nations to
build the foundations of a modern
economy through development of their
own natural resources. But in the light
of this policy, can the administration,
in all fairness, offer any defense to its
criticism, as being socialistic and incon-
sistent with Americanism, of the invest-
ment of Federal funds in underdeveloped
regions of our own country? Are high
dams for export only?

In conclusion, Mr. President, I would
like to express my hope and my concern
that the economic assistance we give un-
der this bill will actually benefit the aver-
age people of the nations to whom the
aid goes—for it is these average people,
not their rulers, on whom we must rely
for future friends and allies in the world,
and on whose future depends the fate of
mankind, of which they are the largest
part. Some of the recent reports of the
actual effects of our aid programs have
stressed the difficulties and the problems
created in the process of applying large-
scale American aid in underdeveloped
countries in Asia.

For example, in a recent book entitled
“Hunza: Lost Kingdom of the Hima-
layas,” Dr. John Clark, a geologist, calls
attention to the fact that much of our
economic aid fails to make an impres-
sion on local communities—at the level
of the village and other small units of
population, the support of which is prob-
ably essential to the ultimate success of
our whole foreign assistance program.
An example of the problems thus created
is also set forth in an illuminating article
entitled “Lesson in Foreign Aid Policy,”
by Pegegy and Pierre Streit, in the New
York Times Sunday magazine for March
18, 1956. I ask unanimous consent that
this article, slightly abridged, be printed
in the REcorp at this point, followed by
a book review of Dr. Clark’s book by Mr.
Orville Prescott from the New York
Times of June 11, 1956.

There being no objection, the article
and book review were ordered to be
printed in the REecorp, as follows:
[From the New York Times of March 18,

1956]

Lesson 1N ForeicN At Poricy: THE LARGEST
AMERICAN-SPONSORED DEVELOPMENT IN ASIA
PrOMISED MUCH TO AFGHANISTAN, INSTEAD
IT HAs BECOME A BURDEN AND A WARNING
Nor To TrRY Too MucH Too SooN

(By Peggy and Pierre Streit)

EABUL, AFGHANISTAN.—The Helmand Val-
ley irrigation project, the largest American-
financed and constructed development in
Asia, was conceived in 1950 as a boon to the
people of Afghanistan. Since then, this
boon has become a bitter burden that seri-
ously threatens the Afghan economy and
presents the United States with a critical
problem in a politically strategic area.

The history of the Helmand Valley project
is timely and valuable for two reasons., First,
most of its problems are encountered again
and again in wunderdeveloped countries.
And, second, the American techniques of
forelgn aid, empluyed with dubious success
in Afghanistan, are being used elsewhere in
the Middle East and Asia.
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American forelgn aid policies are now un=-
dergoing critical reappraisal in Washington.
To a large extent the story of this important
but lttle known project can help make
future ald programs more effective.

Afghanistan is a landlocked country, bor-
dered on the north by Russia, on the west
by Iran and on the east and south by Pakis-
tan. Her geographical position has long
isolated her people, both physically and
culturally, from the social and technological
developments of both East and West.

Recently, however, with the awakening of
the Middle East and Asian countries, Af-
ghanistan has begun to seek economic de-
velopment of her potentially rich 1land,
primarily by harnessing the waters of her
turbulent Helmand River. This river has
its source in the Hindu Kush Mountains and
then winds for 800 miles through southern
Afghanistan into Iran.

Before World War II, the Afghan Govern=
ment hired Japanese technicians to begin
work on a large canal designed to tap waters
of the Helmand for cultivation. Work, in-
terrupted by the war, was resumed shortly
thereafter, this time with the help of the
Morrison-Knudson Co., an American
construction firm hired by the Afghan Gov=-
ernment, By 1949, however, the Afghans
had vastly increased the scope of their
plans. They now envisioned the Helmand
River project as providing a firm water sup-
ply, hydroelectric power, flood control, im=-
provement of old river land and develop-
ment of approximately 500,000 acres of new
land. Here the Afghans hoped to settle a
large percentage of their two million no-
mads, whose perennial wanderings represent
a severe drain on the Afghan economy, if
not a complete loss.

The Government of Afghanistan turned to
the United States Export-Import Bank for
assistance in this vast undertaking. In re-
questing a loan, it sought aid only for the
construction of major works—the dams and
principal canals. The Afghans undertook to
do the rest—to bring the water from the
main canals to the land, to prepare the new
lands for cultivation, and to settle the no=
mads. In 1950, on the basis of these assur=-
ances and the fact that Afghanistan had a
tidy dollar reserve accumulated during the
war years, the bank granted a loan of $21.56
million for the development of the Helmand
Basin. The loan stipulated that an Ameri-
can constructing company should do the
work, and Morrison-Enudson, already on the
scene, was hired.

M-K brought to Afghanistan the efficiency
of American private enterprise. It acquired
its equipment, from nails to 25-ton trucks,
from the United States in record time and
was able to work steadily without the oner-
ous handicap of having to apply to Congress
each year for funds. It utilized the full
talents and capabilities of local Afghan labor
by establishing a training program, thus sub-
stantially reducing costs. Construction costs
were held to American standards despite the
fact that all equipment had to be shipped
8,000 miles. Two large dams and the irriga-
tion network were completed months ahead
of schedule.

Where once there was parched, brown
Afghan earth there are now two fresh, blue
lakes, and cranes and ducks are nesting where
only the desert fox could llve. For the first
time farmers can rely on a steady supply of
water from the Helmand. Last year a
drought year, these waters saved a large part
of Afghanistan’'s fruit crop. And whereas
in the past farmers have barely been able to
reap one crop, they now almost doubled their
produce with two yearly plantings. But as
Morrison-Enudson's work progressed, the
portent of a major economic and political
crisis began to appear. It became sharply
and tragically apparent that the persons who
granted the loan, like the Afghans who ac-
cepted it, had failed to evaluate the coun-
try's abllity, economically and soclally, to
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handle the problems created by such an
extensive undertaking.

It became apparent that the Helmand
Valley Authority, the Afghan organization
created to take over the operation and main-
tenance of the irrigation network, to prepare
the new lands for cultivation and to settle
them, had no trained men to assume these
responsibilities. Furthermore, the inade-
quate Afghan educational system offered lit-
tle hope of obtaining these men. At the
time HVA was to assume operation, it
had one trained engineer and one trained
agriculturalist, both fresh from foreign
schools and with no practical experience.
The Afghan Government gradually realized
that the operation of hydraulic valves, the
determination of proper water distribution,
and the maintenance of a tremendous net-
work of canals was a highly complex job
and that misuse of equipment and canals
could seriously damage or destroy both.

Furthermore, it also became clear that
the newly settled nomad farmers had no
conception of the proper use of either land
or water. Men who for centuries had used
the most primitive agricultural methods
and had thirsted for water did not under-
stand the importance either of leveling the
land or of leaching it of its salt content.
Suddenly endowed with an abundance of
water, they drowned their land, raising its
salt content to the point of ruination. This
land can be reclaimed, but the process is
expensive and until the Afghan farmer
learns how to use his newly acquired treas-
ures, reclamation will be useless,

Some of the newly developed desert lands
have also proved of inferior gquality and un-
suited for cultivation unless very expertly
handled. By ill fortune, the very first tracts
to be settled and cultivated have been par-
ticularly difficult. Though extensive soil
surveys ordinarily precede an irrigation proj-
ect, these surveys had not been considered
feasible in the case of the Helmand because
of their complicated and time-consuming
nature. Thus, nomads, lured from their old
life by promises of a new one of ease and
plenty, have been settled on lands that offer
a hard and meager existence. Some of them
have already abandoned the valley to return
to their ancient nomadic wanderings,

Despite these ominous developments, the
Afghan Government, having used up its first
loan, turned to the Export-Import Bank for
another to push the project through. In
19564, the bank, primarily to safeguard its
initial investment, granted the country a
second loan of $18.5 million., To date, how-
ever, there has been no decisive improve-
ment in the Helmand Valley project, and the
very magnitude of the unforeseen difficul-
ties has created a major political crisis in
Afghanistan.

Under the terms of the loan, Afghanistan
has paid all local construction and operation
costs as her share of the project expenses.
These have amounted to about one-third of
the Afghan yearly budget of approximately
$24 million—or what to Afghanistan is the
staggering sum of $8 million a year. Thus,
an overwhelming sum has been and is likely
to continue to be spent on an undertaking
which so far has yielded no revenue and
which is not likely to yield any soon.

In consequence, the Helmand Valley proj-
ect, which was to have been a boon to Af-
ghanistan, has today placed a dangerous
strain both on the Afghan economy and on
the nation’s morale. Bome Western observ-
ers In Kabul reason that recent Afghan-
Russian trade agreements and the Afghan
acceptance of a $100 milllon Soviet credit
represent a partial attempt to mitigate this
plight. If this is so, the United States may
have unwittingly and indirectly contributed
to driving Afghanistan into Russian arms.

The current state of Afghan fears and dis-
illusionment over the outcome of the Hel-
mand Valley project is indicated by the fact
that no word of it is being published in the
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local newspapers and by the further fact
that no key figure in the present Afghan
Cabinet has journeyed the 400 miles from
the capital to see the project. American ob-
servers guess that top Afghan officials are
afrald to associate themselves too closely
with such a precarious enterprise.

There are persistent rumors that the Cab-
inet is considering dropping the development
as too big to handle. But strong pressures
80 far have prevented this. The Afghans
have invested too much money to permit
their withdrawal. And to abandon the set-
tlement project is to lose face with and con-
trol of the nomads, an eventuality Eabul
dares not risk.

In their distress over the failures of the
project, the Afghans, not unnaturally, have
lald much of the blame on those most close-
ly associated with it., These are the Export-
Import Bank, which the Afghans somehow
feel made an injudicious loan, and the Mor-
rison-Enudson Co., which the Afghans
rightly or wrongly hold responsible for the
development of some of the inferior lands.
But to Afghan eyes these two organizations
are synonymous with the American Govern-
ment. This conviction was further strength-
ened when the International Cooperation
Administration, the foreign-aid arm of the
United States Government, began work in
Afghanistan in 1952.

Hence, whether Afghan loglc is valid or
not, in the eyes of Afghanistan, as well as
the Middle East and Asia, the good name of
the United States is now vitally at stake in
the Helmand Valley—and at a time when the
Soviet Union Is entering the foreign-aid field,
not only in Afghanistan but throughout Asia.

ICA faces overwhelming problems in Af-
ghanistan, and particularly in the Helmand
Valley. It must work with an almost il-
literate people, overcome the language bar-
rier, cope with Washington bureaucracy, and
meet many bitter and accumulated problems
inherited from a project it had no part in
creating. Where responsibility rests for the
existing confusion and inefficiency is open
to question. But the fact clearly remains
that the help Afghanistan needs she is not
getting, and the Helmand Valley has prof-
ited relatively little from ICA's presence
there.

Could the United States have been spared
the crisis it now faces in Afghanistan? Four
agencies have been involved in the Helmand
Valley project, yet it does not seem that
full responsibility can be attributed to any
one of them.

Undoubtedly the Afghan Government
overestimated its ability to cope with such
a massive project. But having been long
isolated from the rest of the world and
having no previous experience with large-
scale developments, Afghanistan can hardly
be blamed for her lack of knowledge.

The Morrison-Enudson Co. did recognize
some of the inherent hazards of the under-
taking. But M. K., as a private organization,
had responsibility only for a construction
job and not for its economic and political
consequences.

The United States Export-Import Bank, in
granting the first loan, dealt with the proj-
ect primarily as a banking venture. It could
not fully examine the consequences of the
loan, nor did it feel called upon to assume
responsibility for them.

The American Embassy in Afghanistan
was extremely small when the initial loan
was made. It had no staff to make exten-
sive appralsals of the project. Furthermore,
Afghanistan was then far outside the pale
of the primary preoccupations of American
foreign policy. At the time of the second
loan, the die had been cast—American in-
terests appeared so deeply involved in Af-
ghanistan that there was little choice but
to continue with the project.

In short, there was no single agency
charged with the responsibility for investi-
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gating the long-range consequences of this
giant American-financed venture.

What has been learned by 5 years of bitter
experience in Afghanistan?

One lesson seems clear: A prerequisite of
future extensive economic development proj-
ects in Asia and the Middle East is a thor-
ough evaluation of the economic and social
tolerance of a given country for a given
project. One thing that must be guarded
against is doing too much too soon. Fur-
thermore, it seems apparent that overail
authority and responsibility for this work
and supervising the projects as they progress
must be vested in a sultable agency.

It should also be recognized that the tech-
niques of American foreign uid which were
effective in Europe, where the foreign-aid
program was born, do not necessarily apply
in Asia. In Europe trained technicians ex-
isted; all they needed was up-to-date tech-
nical advice. In Asia these trained techni-
cians seldom exist, and American technical
advisers find themselves with no one to ad-
vise. Thus, American foreign-ald policies
must be revised to permit American techni-
cians to operate projects until the nationals
of the assisted country have had sufficient
time and training to utilize American advice.
This indicates that an economic development
project has little practical use in Asia unless
it is supplemented with a training program
geared to produce the personnel needed to
operate it.

The United States must also accept the fact
that its prestige will inevitably be at stake
wherever any American organization, public
or private, engages in development projects
in this part of the world.

And, finally, the United States Government
and the American people must reconcile
themselves to the fact that the much-needed
foreign-aid program in underdeveloped coun=
tries of Asia and the Middle East is a her-
culean task, long range in mature, fraught
with frustration and criticism, with results
that, by American standards, are bound to
be agonizingly slow.

Perhaps the most important lesson the
Helmand Valley project can teach is that the
United States still has much to learn about
helping others to help themeselves.

[From the New York Times of June 11, 1956]
Booxs OF THE TIMES
(By Orville Prescott)

Dr. John Clark, “a middle-aged geologist, a
specialist on deserts and fossil bones, a bach-
elor, is a man with the courage of his convic-
tions and an exceptional determination to
practice what he preaches. Convinced of the
need for the United States to make friends
among undeveloped countries of Asia and of
the need to help them to improve their shaky
economies, Dr. Clark is also convinced that
the point 4 program is not the best way to
do it.

Six years ago, when no department of the
Government would back his offer to demon=-
strate a better way in the remote Kingdom
of Hunza, Dr. Clark formed a small founda-
tion of his own that raised enough money for
him to devote 20 months to a 1-man mission
helping the Hunza people to help themselves.
In Hunza: Lost Kingdom of the Himalayas,
Dr. Clark has written an interesting account
of his experience. It is also a challenging
argument for a new approach to the United
States system of foreign aid.

PIONEERING IN A PRIMITIVE LAND

The Eingdom of Hunza lies in the shadow
of the Karakorum Mountains in Pakistan-
held Northern Eashmir. A little larger than
New Jersey, it is so barren that the popula-
tion of 25,000 dwells in a series of oases sur=
rounded by desolate mountains. Foreign
affairs and defense are controlled by Pakistan,
but the King, or Mir, is an absolute monarch.
The Hunzas are a pre-Bronze Age people, who
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have never learned to fashion metals or pot-
tery. They speak 11 languages, belong to
the Ismailian Moslem sect, and earn an av=
erage annual income of $20 a family. Their
scanty pasture land is deteriorating, their
water supply is decreasing, and the popula-
tion is growing rapidly. There is little wood
in Hunza and no other source of heat. Un-
able to raise enough food, the Hunzas endure
a period of semistarvation every spring.

When Dr. Clark settled down in the capital
city of Baltit the Mir allowed him to live in a
600-year-old castle. There Dr, Clark ran a
medical dlspensary and treated from 25 to 60
persons a day. He established a craft school
in woodworking. He distributed vegetable
seeds and he made a geological survey of
Hunza. An expert on first aid and a student
of anatomy, Dr. Clark treated a varlety of
diseases and suffered from many himself—
malaria, beri-beri, mild heart attacks, and
dysentery.

Many of the Hunzas are intelligent and
anxious to learn, But all of them are steeped
in Asiatic fatalism, in a passive and submis-
sive attitude toward life. They were so ac-
customed to being cold all winter that they
didn’t try to keep themselves warm.

“Sahib,” a peasant sald, “the river is cut-
ting away my field, and I wish you'd come
and look at it.”

“Look," I told him, “you see that gravel bar
across the river? You and your neighbors
start on the downstream side and carry away
boulders until you've cut a channel right
across the bar. Then the water will flow in
the channel and will stop cutting here.’

“That’s fine!” he sald happily. “Please ask
the Mir Sahib to order us to do it and we
will.”

“Would the Mir be angry if you did this
on your own initiative?”

“Oh, not at all. It is merely our custom
never to do anything unless the Mir orders
us‘!l

Dr. Clark considers his influence on the
nine boys who lived with him and studied
carpentry the most important result he ac-
complished in Hunza. A trade was useful.
Far more important was learning to think for
themselves, acquiring self-confidence and
self-respect, becoming dissatisfied with their
immemorial misery and anxious to take posi-
tive steps to improve matters.

BASIS FOR BETTERMENT SET FORTH

These new attitudes could come, Dr. Clark
says, only after the boys had absorbed five
others that are the basis of Western progress
and are alien to traditional Asiatic ways—
objectivity, dissatisfaction, creative confi-
dence, individuality, and responsibility.

Although Dr. Clark was the object of sus-
picion, malicious rumors, and officlal obstruc-
tion, he is positive that his approach was the
right one.

“If you want to make friends with any peo-
ple, you cannot do it by working through
their government or their political parties,”
he insists. He adds:

“Let us stop at once the ruinous system of
large, direct gifts from the American Govern=-
ment to Aslan governments. Such gifts are
expensive to us and always breed avarice and
resentment on the part of the recipients.
* + * A]l projects should be on a scale the
local community can absorb, but conducted
on a wide geographic basis. No $20 million
steel mills, but rather $20,000 projects in a
thousand villages. * * * Any major indus-
trial project which is economically unsound
should receive no capital, because United
States financing of noble but unsound proj-
ects leads to Asian inefficlency and bank-
ruptey, and to mutual ill-will, We cannot
buy friends, and we should not stoop to at-
tempt it.”

Mr, SPARKEMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a quorum call
may be had without the time being
charged on the bill,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
EEeNNEDY in the chair). Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered; and the Secretary
will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
call up my amendment which is desig-
nated “6-27-56-1."

The FRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator desire to have the amend-
ment read, or to have it printed in the
REcorD without being read?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I ask that it be
printed in the Recorp af this point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment will be print-
ed in the RECORD.

The amendment offered by Mr. ENow-
rAND is as follows:

On page 55, after line 16, insert the fol-
lowing new section:

“COMMISSION ON FOREIGN AID PROGRAMS

“Sgc, 14. (a) It is the purpose of this sec-
tion to insure the soundness and maximum
effectiveness of any foreign-aid program in
which the United States may hereafter be
engaged by providing, on the basis of a de-
tailed study and evaluation of the policies
and operations of our present and past for-
eign-aid programs, a means for—

“(1) clarifying the objectives of any for-
elgn-ald program of the United States, and
the considerations which should govern the
selection of methods and policies to attain
those objectives;

“(2) determining specific organizational
standards, procedures, and practices to pro-
mote improved administration of any such
program at the operational level; and

“(3) developing a policy on foreign aid
which will most effectively secure the im-
plementation of such objectives while main-
taining maximum economy and efficiency in
all parts of the program at all levels of op-
eration.

“(b) To carry out the purpose set forth
in subsection (a), there is hereby estab-
lished a commission to be known as the
Commission on Foreign Ald Programs (re-
ferred to hereinafter as the “Commission’).
Service of an individual as a member of
the Commission or employment of an in-
dividual by the Commission as an attorney
or expert in any busi or prof 1 field,
on a part-time or full-time basis, with or
without compensation, shall not be consid-
ered as service or employment bringing such
individual within the provisions of section
281, 283, 284, 434, or 1914 of title 18 of the
United States Code, section 190 of the Revised
Statutes (5 U. S. C. 99), or section 512 of the
Mutual Security Act of 1954, as amended
(22 U. 8. C. 1764); nor shall such service
be considered as employment or holding of
office or position bringing such individual
within the provisions of section 6 of the act
of May 22, 1920, as amended (5 U. 8. C. T15),
section 212 of the act of June 30, 1832, as
amended (5 U. 8, C, 59a), or any other Fed«
eral law limiting the reemployment of re-
tired officers or employees or governing the
simultaneous receipt of compensation and
retired pay or annuities.

“{c) The Commission shall be composed
of 12 members as follows:

“(1) Four appointed by the President of
the United States, 2 from the executive
branch of the Government and 2 from pri-
vate life;
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“(2) Four appointed by the Presldent of
the Senate, 2 from the Senate and 2 from
private life; and

“(3) Four appointed by the Speaker of
the House of Representatives, 2 from the
House of Representatives and 2 from private
life.

Any vacancy in the Commission shall not
affect its powers, but shall be filled in the
same manner in which the original appoint-
ment was made. The Chairman of the Com-
mission shall be designated by the Presi-
dent, The Commission shall elect a Vice
Chairman from among its members. Seven
members of the Commission shall constitute
a quorum.

*(d) Members of Congress who are mem-
bers of the Commission shall serve without
compensation in addition to that received
for their services as Members of Congress;
but they shall be reimbursed for travel, sub-
sistence, and other necéessary expenses in-
curred by them in the performance of the
duties vested in the Commission. Members
of the Commission who are in the executive
branch of the Government shall serve with-
out compensation in addition to that re-
ceived for their services in the executive
branch, but they shall be reimbursed for
travel, subsistence, and other necessary ex-
penses incurred by them in the performance
of the duties vested in the Commission.
Members of the Commission appointed from
private life shall each receive 875 per diem
when engaged in the actual performance of
dutles vested in the Commission, plus re-
imbursement for travel, subsistence, and
other necessary expenses incurred by them
in the performance of such duties.

‘“(e) The Commission shall have power
to appoint and fix the compensation of such
personnel as it deems advisable, without
regard to the provisions of the civil-service
laws and the Classification Act of 1949, as
amended. The Commission may procure,
without regard to the civil-service laws and
the classification laws, temporary and inter-
mittent services to the same extent as is
authorized for the departments by section
15 of the act of August 2, 1046 (60 Stat. 810;
b U. 5. C. 556a), but at rates not to exceed
$75 per diem for individuals.

“(f) There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such
sums as may be necessary to carry out the
provisions of this act.

“(g) The Commission shall conduct a
comprehensive study and investigation of the
operation of the present and past foreign-
aid programe of the United States, in order
to provide complete information concern=
ing—

*{1) The proper objectives of foreign-aid
programs and the criteria which can be used
to measure accomplishment.

“(2) The capability of the United States
to extend aid, in terms of the Nation's eco-
nomic technical, personnel, and other re=-
sources.

“{3) The need and willingness of fore!gn
countries to receive aid, and their capacity
to make effective use thereof.

“(4) The various kinds of foreign aid and
alternatives thereto as well as the methods
by which the conditions on which aid might
be furnished.

“{b6) The related actions which should be

taken to make foreign ald effective in achiev-
ing national objectives.
The Commission shall transmit to the Presi-
dent and to the Congress not later than
February 15, 1957, the results of the study
herein authorized together with such recom-
mendations as it may consider to be de-
sirable.

*(h) The Commission or, on the authori-
zation of the Commission, any subcommittee
or member thereof, may, for the purpose of
carrying out the provisions of this act, hold
such hearings and sit and act at such times
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and places, administer such oaths, and re-
quire, by subpena or otherwise, the attend-
ance and testimony of such witnesses and
the production of such books, records, cor=
respondence, memoranda, papers, and docu=
ments as the Commission or such subcom=-
mittee or member may deem advisable. Sub-
penas may be issued under the signature of
the Chairman of the Commission, of such
subcommittee, or any duly designated mem-
ber, and may be served by any person desig-
nated by such Chairman or member. The
provisions of sections 102 to 104, inclusive,
of the Revised Statutes (2 U. 5. C. 182-184)
shall apply in the case of any failure of any
witness to comply with any subpena or to
testify when summoned under authority of
this section.

“{1) The Commission is authorized to se-
cure directly from any executive department,
bureau, agency, board, commission, office,
independent establishment, or instrumen-
tality, information, suggestions, estimates,
and statistics for the purpose of this act;
and each such department, bureau, agency,
board, commission, office, establishment, or
instrumentality is authorized and directed
to furnish such information, suggestions,
estimates, and statistics directly to the Com-
mission, upon request made by the Chairman
or Vice Chairman.”

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays on my amend-
ment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, with
respect to the question of a study of the
mutual-aid program, I believe there has
been general unanimity of opinion that
a study should be made. There is an
honest difference of opinion as to how
the study may best be conducted.

The executive branch of the Govern-
ment, in a measure introduced in the
other House, had proposed that congres-
sional authorization be provided for a
study to be made by an executive com-
mission. This was not agreed to by
either the House or the Senate. The
reasons, I think, were several. One was
the belief that the executive branch of
the Government could set up a purely
executive commission without the neces-
sity of congressional authorization for it.
Secondly, there was the feeling that Con-
gress itself had a responsibility in this
regard.

So far as a congressional survey is con-
cerned, there are, of course, several steps
or alternative procedures which might
be taken, and there have been sugges-
tions in both the Senate and the House
as to how it might best be accomplished.

One approach is a study by the For-
eign Relations Committee, or under its
direction. This is the approach con-
tained in the resolution offered by the
distinguished Senator from Montana
[Mr. MansFieLp]l which has heen re-
ported to the Senate by the Foreign Re-
lations Committee.

Another approach has been the sug-
gestion that there be created a joint com-~
mittee consisting of Members of the
Senate and the House of Representatives.
I believe that a resolution providing for
such a joint committee has been intro-
duced by the distinguished Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. MARTIN].

There have been other suggestions in
the House. Of course, we have no juris-
diction over action by the House.

In my opinion, there is merit in all
these approaches, and there are also dis-
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advantages in all of them. Certainly
the mutual-aid program is a matter
which concerns the Congress of the
United States as well as the Executive.
For that reason, I did not believe the
problem would be properly solved by
merely having an executive agency con=-
duct such a survey and such an inves-
tigation.

It seems to me that having the survey
made only by members of the Foreign
Relations Committee, as provided in the
Mansfield resolution, does not meet the
situation, because the problem is broader,
it seems to me, than the jurisdiction of
the Foreign Relations Committee alone,
though I serve as a member of that com=-
mittee. The Armed Services Committee
has an interest. The Appropriations
Committee, of course, has a vital interest.
And over and above that, the entire
Senate of the United States has a vital
interest in this program. Of course,
under our system, the House of Repre-
sentatives, being co-equal with the Sen-
ate in the legislative arm of Government,
has an equal interest in the matter.

That presents this question: Are we to
have widespread duplication of effort?
Will we have a House committee, a Sen-
ate committee, and maybe a subcommit-
tee of the Foreign Relations Committee,
one from the Appropriations Commit-
tee, and possibly a third one from the
Armed Services Committee, all conduct-
ing surveys, all calling Government wit-
nesses, all having to visit some of the
areas where the mutual aid program is
being carried on? Perhaps they could
not cover all the bases, each would be
looking at a little different set of facts;
and finally, we would have 3 or 4 differ-
ent reports from the representatives of
the Senate, or the congressional commit-
tees, and a different set of facts pre-
sented by the executive branch of the
Government.

Congress cannot write the ticket alone,
because, as we know and as has been
reiterated during the course of the de-
bate, it is fundamental that under the
Constitution the President, through his
authorized representatives, conducts
the Nation's foreign policy. But, ob-
viously, likewise Congress is not prepared
to surrender its prerogatives and re-
sponsibilities in this field, because, under
the Constitution, Congress is a coequal
branch of the Government and not a
subordinate branch, and it has a vital
responsibility in the control of the public
pursestrings and the support of our
armed services, all of which fit into this
situation.

The Senate has a particular and pe-
culiar responsibility in advising and con-
senting in connection with treaties and
foreign policy generally.

The administration did not originally
support the concept which I have pre-
sented in my amendment, which is really
the concept of the Hoover Commission,
if we may so term it. I should like to
read the amendment. It is, in part, as
follows:

Sec. 14. (a) It is the purpose of this sec-
tion to insure the soundness and maximum
effectiveness of any foreign-aid program in
which the United States may hereafter be
engaged by providing, on the basis of a de-
talled study and evaluation of the policies
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and operations of our present and past for-
eign-aid programs, a means for—

(1) clarifying the objectives of any for-
eign-aid program of the United States, and
the considerations which should govern the
selection of methods and policies to attain
those objectives; !

(2) determining specific organizational
standards, procedures, and practices to pro-
mote improved administration of any such
program at the operational level; and

(8) developing a policy on foreign aid
which will most effectively secure the imple-
mentation of such objectives while maintain-
ing maximum economy and efficiency in all
parts of the program at all levels of operation.

(b) To carry out the purpose set forth in
subsection (a), there is hereby established a
commission to be known as the Commission
on Foreign Aid Programs (referred to here-
inafter as the “Commission”). Service of an
individual as a member of the Commission
or employment of an individual by the Com-
mission as an attorney or expert in any busi-
ness or professional field, on a part-time or
full-time basis, with or without compensa-
tion, shall not be considered as service or em-
ployment bringing such individual within
the provisions of section 281, 283, 284, 434,
or 1914 of title 18 of the United States Code,
section 190 of the Revised Statutes (5 U. 8. C.
99), or section 512 of the Mutual Security
Act of 1054, as amended (22 U. 8. C. 1764);
nor shall such service be considered as em=-
ployment or holding of office or position
bringing such individual within the pro-
visions of section 6 of the act of May 22,
1920, as amended (5 U. S. C. T15), section 212
of the act of June 30, 1932, as amended (5
U. 8. C. 59a), or any other Federal law limit-
ing the reemployment of retired officers or
employees or governing the simultaneous re-
ceipt of compensation and retired pay or an-
nuities.

(c) The Commission shall be composed of
12 members as follows:

(1) Four appointed by the President of
the United States, 2 from the executive
branch of the Government and 2 from private
life;

(2) Four appointed by the President of
the Senate, 2 from the Senate and 2 from
private life; and

(3) Four appointed by the Speaker of the
House of Representatives, 2 from the House
of Representatives, and 2 from private life.

It provides that any vacancy which
may occur shall be filled in the same
manner in which the original appoint-
ment was made.

Mr. President, under date of June 27,
1956, the Secretary of State addressed
the following letter to the chairman of
the Foreign Relations Committee [Mr,
GEORGE] :

This is in reply to your letter of June 14,

19566, in which you requested the views of
the Department of State on . 4035, intro-
duced by Senator KENowrLAND, and your let-
ters of June 15, in which you requested our
views on Senate Concurrent Resolution 82,
introduced by Senator MarTIN, and Senate
Resolution 285 introduced by Senator PIANS-
FIELD.
Senator ENowLAND's bill would authorize
the establishment by the President and the
Congress of a Commission on Foreign Aid
Programs. Senator MARTIN'S proposed con-
current resolution would establish a joint
congressional committee to be known as the
Joint Committee on Foreign Aid. Senator
MANSFIELD'S proposed Senate resolution di-
rects the Foreign Relations Committee to
arrange for studies of forelgn aid.

You have addressed similar requests for
comment to the Becretary of Defense and
the Director of the International Coopera-
tion Administration. They have asked me
to express their views with mine in this
single reply.
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As you know, the executive branch is
thoroughly in accord with the general objec-
tives of each of the proposals. For some time
we have advocated that a careful study be
made of the mutual security program and
of the best means of carrying it forward in
the future. We have recommended the
establishment of a nonpartisan committee
of distinguished private citizens to make
such a study and to report to the President
and the Congress,

It is our view that of the varlous resolu-
tions on which you have asked our comment,
the proposal made by Senator ENOWLAND
would most effectively, efficiently and eco-
nomically serve the public interest.

This proposal would provide for the estab-
lishment of a 12-member commission. Four
members would be appointed by the Presi-
dent, four by the President of the Senate,
and four by the Speaker of the House of
Representatives. Of each group of four, two
would be Members of the body involved, and
two would be distinguished citizens in pri-
vate life., This proposal would, therefore,
seem to combine the essential features of
the suggestions by Senator MARTIN in Senate
Concurrent Resolution 82, and by Senator
MansrFierp, in Senate Resolution 285, that
the study be carried out by Members of the
Congress and the proposal of the President
that a public commission be appointed from
private life.

A Commission composed of persons chosen
in this way would provide the broadest pos-
sible base for studying these important pro-
grams and the means by which they may be
made most effective. Such a single group
would, we believe, be inherently better able
to carry out a coordinated study than would
separate groups, designated by one or both
Houses of the Congress and by the executive
branch.

I am authorized by the President to say
that he is in accord with the proposal for
a Commission of this character and that if
it is authorized the executive branch will
participate In it actively.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. THYE. I commend the distin-
guished minority leader for having of-
fered his amendment. I wish o asso-
ciate myself as being in strong support
or as being a cosponsor of it. I think
the Senator is approaching the question
in a most realistic manner. This ap-
proach will insure a nonpartisan atti-
tude. Furthermore, it will assure not
only legislative but also administrative
au:tczbr outside interests taking part in the
study.

The report of such a Commission
would certainly allay any fear on the
part of the general public that foreign
aid was a waste of the taxpayers' dollars,
as is so often feared at present.

After such a Commission as is pro-
posed by the amendment had a study
and submitted its report, I believe it
would secure for Congress in the next
session not only strong support from the
general public but an excellent under-
standing of what we were confronted
with.

Again, I commend the Senator for of-
fering the amendment. I think it is a
wise course to pursue.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I thank the Sena-
tor from Minnesota.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, KNOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, it is
most encouraging to note that my dis-
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tinguished colleague, the Senator from
California [Mr. Enowranpl, has pro-
posed an amendment to H. R. 11356
which would create a top-level biparti-
san Commission to reexamine and re-
evaluate our policies with respect to con-
tinued military and economic assistance,
for it had been my intention to offer a
similar amendment calling for the estab-
lishment of a Commission on Foreign
Aid Programs.

I shall most certainly support the Sen-
ator's amendment, for I feel very strong-
ly that an independent Commission,
wholly free of all insinuation and sug-
gestion of political bias, would be an
eminently effective and forceful instru-
ment to study and recommend our fu-
ture course in the foreign-aid field.

A reappraisal of our current policies

so that we may proceed intelligently is
urgently needed. It is long overdue.
Rapidly changing world conditions cer-
tainly warrant a comprehensive review.
Even at this moment, some of our friends
abroad are beguiled by sweet nothings
from Moscow, and the tendency in Eu-
rope is to relax in the dream world of
peaceful coexistence. These are bhut
fleeting delusions.
. In the Middle East, for example, saber
rattling continues. Egyptian Premier
Nasser and others act and talk aggres-
sively., Munitions and implements of
war from Iron Curfain countries con-
tribute to the jingoism of the Arab
States. We may find it necessary and
quite compatible with our efforts for
peaceful solution of Middle East ten-
sions to counterbalance the shipment of
arms to Egypt by supplying Israel with
the weapons this nation has requested
from our arsenal. Certainly no country,
especially a friendly one, can be leff to
the mercy of Communist aggressive in-
tentions. In addition, the recent re-
alinement of relations between Soviet
Russia and Yugoslavia has raised many
questions which must be answered and
created many doubts which must be re-
solved.

Until we determine our future poli-

cies on foreign military and economic
assistance, I sincerely believe that in the
light of possible consequences we should
support the President. Those conse-
quences encompass the probability of a
reduction of military forces of our allies
stationed in West Germany and other
strategic spots. Even in the atomic age,
the bastions of freedom require man-
power. A drastic curtailment in for-
eign military assistance would provide
an excuse for a reduction. This means
that a much greater burden for defend-
ing these strategic positions would fall
upon the United States. It would in-
volve an expansion of our own military
forces requiring the drafting and induc-
tion into the service of more of our own
boys.
I, for one, would rather vote money
sufficient for our allies to maintain their
share of defending the free world against
possible Communist attack than fo pass
that burden to our own soldiers, sailors,
marines, and airmen. Let us not give
our allies an excuse to pull back in these
dangerous times.

These remarks, though brief, summar-
ize my thinking on this very important
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matter—a matter which strikes at the
essence of freedom for peace-loving men
and women everywhere.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
body of the ReEcorp, three of my news-
letters of recent date which deal with
this matter.

There being no objection, the news-
letters were ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

ON THE HORNS OF A DILEMMA

(A weekly newsletter by Senator JoHN
MARSHALL BUTLER)

WasHINGTON, April 2, 1956.—Soon the Con-
gress will again consider the matter of for-
eign aid. As now presented, the program
involves requests for appropriations totalling
about $4.7 billion and authority to engage in
long-term commitments estimated at $100
million. The scope and size of this new pro-
posal has many in a quandry, and approval
is uncertain.

This dilemma stems from several factors.
First, $4.7 billion would exceed last year’s
appropriations by some $2 billion. Second,
unexpended foreign aid funds from previous
appropriations total mnearly $4.5 billion.
Third, although the original mutual aid pro-
gram—the Marshall plan—was intended to
last 4 years, various dangers are ascribed to
any long-term policy.

In the past 15 years, the United States has
assisted other countries, through grants and
loans, to the sum of £92 billion. Slightly
more than half of this amount has been
made available since World War II. Mili-
tary assistance, technical cooperation, off-
shore procurement, development assistance,
defense support, counterpart funds, direct
forces support—these are the channels
through which foreign aid is dispensed.
Also, American dollars are provided through
the international agencies—the Interna-
tional Monetary Fund; the International
Labor Organization; the Organization of
American States; various divisions of the
United Nations; the Intergovernmental
Committee for European Migration, to men=-
tion a few.

That these programs have been helpful, in
varying degree, there can be little doubt.
There is much agreement on this point.
However, this same spirit of agreement does
not exist on the idea of long-term commit-
ments. Concelvably, in connection with vast
projects such as the Aswan Dam in Egypt and
development of the Mekong River in the
Far East, obligations of an extended nature
must be undertaken. But to eliminate the
annual Congressional audit, and thus the
traditional control of any part of mutual
assistance funds would, it is generally be-
lieved, give a permanent set to our bountiful
habits.

As a solution to this dilemma, it seems to
me that an independent, bipartisan com-
mission should be established, on a con=-
tinuing basis, for the purpose of studying
and evaluating the need, character, and ex-
tent of foreign aid in the light of changing
domestic and world conditions. Inevitably,
there must come a time when our offerings
to other nations must be drastically reduced.

A ProPeEr COURSE OF ACTION

(A weekly newsletter by BSenator JoHN
MARSHALL BUTLER)

WasHINGTON, May 7, 1956.—In my news-
letter of April 2, 1956, I suggested that “an
independent bipartisan commission should
be established on a continuing basis to evalu-
ate the need, character and extent of foreign
aid in the light of changing domestic and
world conditions.” The idea is by no means
new, and in recent weeks, others, including
Senator George, Chairman of the Senate
Committee on Foreign Relations, Secretary
of State Dulles, and President Eisenhower
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have voiced the need for a reappraisal of our
aid programs.

When the Marshall plan was first conceived
in 1947, Senator Arthur Vandenburg of Mich-
igan proposed that a bipartisan advisory
council of our ablest and most experienced
citizenship be appointed to determine the
extent to which the United States could
safely and wisely engage in aid to forelgn
nations. He sald further, “ * * * I recog-
nize that intelligent American self-interest
immediately requires a second, overall inven-
tory of our own resources to determine the
latitudes within which we may corsider these
foreign needs. This comes first because if
America ever sags, the world’s hopes sag with
her.”

Accordingly, President Truman, in June of
1847, appointed not 1, but 3 committees, in-
cluding a nonpartisan Advisory Council, to
undertake this critical assignment of domes-
tic and global impact. Out of these consid-
erations came the framework of the Marshall
plan (ECA) which was later approved by
Congress.

With the approach of the expiration of
ECA in 1952, Senator Vandenberg made a
similar recommendation in these words,
“= ® » T think it would be well for another
such commission, equally unpartisan and
equally impeccable in character, to resume
independent, advisory studies of our new re-
sponsibilities as the world's largest creditor
nation and the world’s spearhead in the quest
of dependable peace. * * *”

That suggestion, in all of its wisdom and
import: is, in my judgment, as pertinent to-
day as it was in 1962—especially in the light
of ever-changing world conditions. Past
successes and failures in the apportionment
and disbursement of foreign aid must be
evaluated in terms of changing Soviet tactics
and the shifting world situation. Certainly,
there is much historical evidence to demon-
strate that independent commissions have
very usefully served es a crucible for the
blending, in proper measure, of reason,
soundness and judgment with emotion, re-
sponsibility and objectivity while vaporizing
the unreasonable, the unsound and the im-
practical.

THE HOUNDS AND THE HARE

(A weekly newsletter by Senator JoHN MaRr-
SHALL BUTLER)

WASHINGTON, June 18, 1956.—Ancient his-
tory records the tale of Mithridates IV, King
of Pontus and Bithynia (about 63 B. C.),
who concocted a confection, composed of 72
ingredients, which he claimed gave him
special immunity. Now, it would seem that
Marshal Tito of Yugoslavia, has hit upon
a similar formula though the ingredients
are considerably different and more in num-
bers. The principal ingredient would seem
to be a curious blending of American dollars
with the Communist teachings of Karl Marx.,

Just 1 year ago, the minstrels of the
Kremlin, who wander with a purpose, jour-
neyed to Yugoslavia. By way of a return
engagement, only recently, Marshal Tito,
with much pomp and ceremony, made a pil-
grimage to Moscow. Simultaneously, on both
occasions, this Government was being im-
portuned to send more economic and more
foreign assistance to Yugoslavia.

It is interesting to note that, since the
end of World War II, the community of free
nations has furnished Yugoslavia nearly
825 billion in aid. Of this amount, the
United States supplied an estimated $2 bil-
lion. In the sense that Tito has added more
ingredients to his Mithridates, he has also
obtained financial help from Communist bloc
nations totaling about $464 million equiva-
lent.

Singly, and together, these events are fully
consistent with the duplicity which has
sparked the spread of world communism.
The plan of operation never changes, Such a
double and deceitful game was once de-
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scribed as “to hold with the hare and run
with the hounds"—or to run with the hounds
as if to catch the hare, all the while being
the secret friend of the hare. Those among
us who have any doubts as to Marshal Tito's
real motives might ponder the meaning of
this old adage.

These two meetings have served to
strengthened the Belgrade-Moscow axXis—
there can be little mistake about this. These
two partners have again demonstrated a
solidness of mutual interests—interests
which fit the pattern of the international
Communist conspiracy—interests which are
contrary to those of the free world. Sup-
port of this point of view can certainly be
found in the coming gathering of Tito of
Yugoslavia, Nehru of India, and Nasser of
Egypt, all of which has been carefully culti-
vated in advance by the foreign minister of
Soviet Russia.

The need for a reappralsal of our policy
with all of these countries is now more
pressing than ever.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inguiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from California will state it.

Mr. KNOWLAND. How much time
have I remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from California has 14 minutes
remaining.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,

will the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. First, I may say
to the Senator from California, the mi-
nority leader, that I am heartily in favor
of his amendment and expect to vote for
it.

I call the attention of the Senator to
page 5, line 13, of the amendment. I
refer to the third subject which the Com-
mission is asked to study. I read as
follows:

(g) The Commission shall conduct a
comprehensive study and investigation of
the operation of the present and past foreign
aid programs of the United States, in order
to provide complete information concern-
ing—

%3) The need and willingness of foreign
countries to receive aid, and their capacity to
make effective use thereof.

My suggestion is that the word “need”
be stricken out, so that the paragraph
would read:

The willingness of foreign countries to
receive aid, and their capacity to make
eflective use therof.

If a commission is to be asked, in a
period of 4 or 5 months, to study the
need of foreign countries to receive aid,
it seems to me we shall be running into
two problems. First, some countries may
say they need a lot of military assis-
tance:; others may say they need a lot
of economic assistance. The Commis-
sion would not have the opportunity or
the ability to study and consider all
those needs.

Second, it seems to me we might run
into the question of, I will not say in-
sulting a foreign country on what their
needs were, if the Commission intended
to be very frank, but it might be dis-
quieting or undiplomatic, with all the
embarrassment that goes with such
action.

It seems to me the objective could be
accomplished by ascertaining, first, what
countries were willing to receive aid, and
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then to have the Commission determine
the capacity of those countries to use
the aid.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Frankly, the word
“need” was included in the amendment
for a purpose. I have sat on the Com-
mittee on Appropriations with the dis-
tinguished Senator from Louisiana, [Mr.
ELLENDER] and have discussed with him,
both privately and publicly, certain as-
pects of the mutual-aid program. He
has had—and I thought with some justi-
fication—objections to certain phases of
the program on the ground that many
countries have rehabilitated themselves
economically and no longer need aid,
gtlthough they might be willing to accept
1C.

Under the circumstances, it seems to
me that we almost are obliged to include
the question of need, because I think it
is pertinent for us to know if a foreign
country is economically rehabilitated, if
it can take care of its own problems,
whether it be in the collective security
system or elsewhere. If it is able to take
care of itself, I do not think the United
States should assume all the burden, for
instance, of that country’s defense ef-
forts. I feel certain the Senator from
Massachusetts likewise, does not believe
we should,

So while I understand the Senator’s
point, I should be somewhat reluctant to
remove the word “need,” because to do
s0 would seem to establish a legislative
history that the aid to be given would be
based on the willingness to receive it:
and my observation is that most foreign
countries are willing to receive aid.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I understand
the Senator’s point. I think there should
be some qualifying phrase, possibly as to
the extent to which the Commission
cshould go into the details, or the
thoroughness with which they should
consider the matter.

Ishould think the words “overall need”
might be used. That would make it a
general conclusion, without the commis-
sion’s having to determine whether a
country needed a steel plant, or without
having to determine the feasibility of
building a dam, or without having to de-
termine any questions of that nature
which might arise.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Itseems tome that
the overall authority of the Commission
would be sufficient to meet that problem.
Obviously, the Commission could not
make the physical examination; but they
would have facts and figures presented
to them, and could take judicial notice,
so to speak, of certain requirements.
They could then determine whether a
country was on its feet and was able to
carry its own burden. For instanee, I
should think the question of a country’'s
national debt as compared with our own
should be considered, and also whether
the country was collecting taxes from its
people in the way in which the United
States collects taxes from its citizens.

There are many factors the Commis-
sion could consider without going into
the last detail, which obviously no com-
mission could do in.the limited time pro-
vided, because if any commission is to
be of value, it should report in time for
the next Congress to take some action.
The amendment provides that the report
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shall be made early in the next session—
by February 15 of next year.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Would the Sen-
ator be willing to add, after the word
“need”, language which might read “the
need, in the time available to the Com-
mission,” or something of that charac-
ter?

Possibly this discussion will help, but
what I had in mind was language which
would enable a commission to satisfy it-
self that it could make a report by Febru-
ary 15. I agree with the Senator that
a report would be of no value unless it
were made soon; but, at the same time,
I had in mind that the members of the
Commission should not be under the im-
pression that they could not determine
the question because they did not have
time. I am merely suggesting language
such as, “the need so far as the Com-
mission can determine in the time avail=-
able.”

Mr. KNOWLAND. I shall be glad to
consider the suggestion, if the Senator
will work out an amendment. I do not
know that they would precisely do it.
I see what the point of the Senator is.
I am willing to hold a further discus-
sion with him,

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield.

Mr, LANGER. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. LANGER. Who is in control of
the time on the other side?

Mr. ENOWLAND. If I may answer
the inquiry, the Senator in control of
time on the other side is the distin-
guished Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FULBRIGHT].

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I am
unalterably opposed to the amend-
ment—-—

Mr. EKNOWLAND. The Senator from
North Dakota will have time to speak in
opposition. I ask the Senator not to
speak on my time. The opposition, I am
sure, will give him time to speak.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. BUTLER. Is it implicit in the
language of the amendment, on page 5,
line 22, that the Commission will cease
to exist after it makes its report on or
before February 15, 19577

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes; I think the
Commission would cease, unless Con-
gress itself took action to continue it.

Mr. BUTLER. Does the Senator con-
sider that to be desirable? Would it not
be better to have the Commission remain
in existence for some further time?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I would not want
to see a permanent commission estab-
lished. I believe it will work, but if
Congress should find it does not work
suitably, the Congress would have a
chance to continue or enlarge the Com-
mission or change the formula. I think
what we want to do is get the basic in-
formation which we need before any
other proposed legislation is presented
to the Congress.

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. EKNOWLAND, I yield.
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Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I shall suppori the
amendment of the Senator from Califor-
nia. I think it is a most practical ap-
proach to the problem, and that it will
provide answers to the questions of many
Senators who want to be helpful and
do everything possible for the defense
of the country, but who have misgivings
as to the way in which aid should be
continued. I think this is a step in the
right direction. I certainly hope the
Senate will adopt the amendment.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
yield 15 minutes to the Senator from
Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a
year ago tomorrow a very fateful event
occurred. On that day, in the last 5
hours of the last day of the last fiscal
year, the Defense Establishment re-
served $674 million. In the period from
June 28 to June 30, it reserved over $1
billion.

In the Kingdom of Laos at the present
time, under this aid program, our Gov-
ernment is paying up to $800 a year in
family allowances to the families of the
soldiers of the Laotian Army.

I think it is about time that the Senate
undertook the assumption of its respon-
sibility, without regard to the executive
department, and looked into this pro-
gram to find out just where the waste
and mismanagement are.

After all, we are being asked for a
huge sum of money once again. Are
we going to shirk our responsihility and
vote for a Hoover-type commission
which will give the executive the op-
portunity to do with it what it sees fit?
Does the Senate want a whitewash of
the investigation of the foreign-aid ad-
ministration, or does the Senate want
to get up on its hind legs and take unto
itself the responsibility which is ours
under the Constitution of the United
States?

Mr. President, the amendment pro-
posed by the Senator from California
would set up a Hoover-type commission
to study the foreign-aid program—and,
believe me, the foreign-aid program
needs a thorough-going study.

The Commission proposed would in-
clude 4 Presidential nominees, 4 Senate
nominees and 4 House nominees. Put
in another way, of the total member-
ship of 12, 8 would be appointed by the
President and the Vice President, and 4
would be appointed by the Speaker of
the House of Representatives. The
President would name the chairman.

I must oppose this amendment, Mr.
President, because it flies in the face of
action by the Committee on Foreign
Affairs of the House and by the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Sen-
ate, both of which considered similar
proposals and rejected them. But more
important, this amendment if adopted
would constitute a fundamental sur-
render of the congressional investiga-
tive power to the executive.

I am unalterably opposed to turning
a study of the foreign-aid program to
the executive, to any executive-domi-
nated group, or to any joint executive-
public-congressional group. I have no
confidence that recommendations from
such groups would be objective or effec=
tive., We have had experience in the
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past. In those instances in which
Hoover-type commissions have made
recommendations with which the execu-
tive has agreed, the executive acts. In
those cases in which the executive has
not agreed with recommendations, it
has done nothing.

I recall a few years ago when Mr.
Stassen took over the FOA. With great
fanfare he appointed a commission of
objective businessmen—the Francis
Committee, I believe it was called. That
group went over the FOA from top to
bottom. It submitted recommendations
that the FOA should be in the Depart-
ment of State, that aid should be in the
form of loans, and numerous other rec=-
ommendations. But was anything done?
No, not a single thing was done to carry
out the recommendations of this group
of objective businessmen, who were, by
and large, Republican, so far as their
politics were concerned.

This year the House Foreign Affairs
Committee rejected an executive branch
proposal that it investigate itself. The
Committee on Foreign Relations likewise
rejected that proposal for self-analysis.

The Executive has pulled all the stops
in support of a great study of foreign aid.
Just now we have had read to us, by the
distinguished minority leader [Mr.
EnowrLanp]l, a letter from the Secretary
of State, John Foster Dulles, saying he
would approve of a combined executive-
congressional type of investigation.

But what kind of study is wanted?

First, the executive wanted a study
of the executive, by the executive and
for the executive. But now that the
bureaucracy has found that Congress
will not give the President authority to
do what he already can do—that is, in-
spect his own administrators—we are
presented with a proposal for a Hoover-
type commission, with two-thirds of the
membership to be selected by the Presi-
dent and the Vice President.

What kind of an arrangement is this?
I will have no part of it, and I do not
think this Congress will have any part
of it.

We have had experience in the past,
and have seen recommendations of de-
pendent groups conformed to the desires
of the bureaucracy. We have seen past
recommendations of independent groups
ignored. We have seen our own pro-
posals embodied in legislation shuttled
off to the side and ignored.

Any proposal for a study that would
be guided by the tender hands of the
people who have been engaged for years
in the foreign-aid program would only
result in a beautiful whitewash.

We have no alternative, Mr. President.
There is now pending before the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration a
resolution which embodies the original
proposal of the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Foreign Relations
[Mr. Georcel. That resolution, Senate
Resolution 285, calls upon the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations to undertake ex-
haustive studies of the extent to which
“foreign assistance by the United States
Government serves, can be made to serve,
or does not serve the national interest, to
the end that such studies and recommen-
dations based thereon may be available to
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the Senate in considering foreign-aid
policies for the future.”

That resolution is based upon a pro-
posal which the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Foreign Relations
first put forth in early April, and which
he made available to the press on April
18, 1956.

By way of brief background, the rec-
ord should show that shortly after the
senior Senator from Georgia first offered
his suggestion, the Secretary of State
and the President endorsed the idea in
general terms. In specific terms, how=-
ever, the executive branch began talking
of a Presidential commission, instead of
a Senate committee, to undertake the
broad review suggested.

The original proposal embodied in
Senate Resolution 285 made it clear that
the Committee on Foreign Relations,
acting for the Senate, was to undertake
the study, making use of such independ-
ent, outside sources of information as it
might find necessary. That proposal is
clear on the fundamental point that the
results of the study and the recommen-
dations to be submitted to the Senate
must be those of the Committee on For-
eign Relations. It cannot delegate its
responsibility to the Senate to anyone—
any more than the Senate can delegate
its responsibility for the examination of
this program to the President or to a
Hoover-type commission.

On the same day that the committee
favorably reported the Mutual Security
Act to the Senate, it favorably reported
Senate Resolution 285, authorizing the
George study. The committee took that
action with only one dissenting vote, be-
cause it deeply felt the need for a care-
ful, objective, nonpartisan examination
of the program.

Despite that action of the Committee
on Foreign Relations—followed some 2
days later by the action of the House
committee in undertaking a similar, but
independent, study—it now appears that
there is afoot a coordinated move on the
part of the bureaucracy to prevent the
adoption of this resolution, and to sub-
stitute therefor a study which will be
under executive branch control. As a
matter of fact, all we need to do is adopt
the Knowland amendment; and if it
turns out that the House does not like
this approach, the whole idea of an inde-
pendent examination of foreign aid can
be scuttled in conference.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Monfana yield?
Yi!ﬁr. MANSFIELD., I am delighted to

eld.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Of course, the last
statement the Senator from Montana
has made simply is, I submit respectfully
to the Senator from Montana, not in
keeping with the facts, because there is
ample power, under the rules of the Sen-
ate, under the La Follette-Monroney Act,
for the Appropriations Committee, with
its investigative powers, or for the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, or for the
Committee on Armed Services; and cer-
tainly there could be no scuttling of any
investigation which the Congress might
order, regardless of whether this amend-
ment should be accepted or rejected or
whether the resolution referred to by the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Senator from Montana should be adopted
or rejected.

But even though I serve as a member
of the Foreign Relations Committee, I
submit in connection with this matter,
which is of concern to other Senators be-
sides the 13 members of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee, that the Appropria-
tions Committee has as vital an interest,
and I think perhaps the Armed Services
Committee has as vital an interest, as
does the Foreign Relations Committee.
We could have 3 or 4 or 5 examinations
going at the same time, plus an examina-
tion by the House of Representatives,
plus an examination by the executive
branch, and thus could obtain entirely
different sets of facts, because each group
would be looking at different segments of
the picture, whereas in this case we shall
get a coordinated picture.

Mr. MANSFIELD. What the Senator
from California has said is true with
respect to the Armed Services Commit-
tee and the Appropriations Committee.
However, I certainly hope that the dis-
tinguished Senator from California, for
whom I have the greatest respect and
admiration, will not turn his back on the
committee of which he is a distinguished
member, and on which he has rendered
outstanding service. I would expect him
to be fighting in behalf of the resolution
reported by that committee with only
one dissenting vote, instead of pointing
out the obvious fact that the Appropria-
tions Committee and the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, and perhaps other com-
mittees, can undertake investigations of
their own.

I am requesting something that is
fundamental, not only so far as a par-
ticular committee is concerned, but inso-
far as the Senate of the United States
is concerned; and I, for one, do not
intend to abdicate the responsibility I
have as a Member of this body.

Mr. President, when the Committee on
Rules and Administration met yesterday
to consider Senate Resolution 285, it was
impossible to obtain a guorum, because
Members from across the aisle were ab-
sent. Incidentally, Mr. President, in the
committee there were sufficient votes in
favor of reporting favorably Senate Res-
olution 285; but in the interest of bi-
partisanship and senatorial responsibil-
g,y, the committee took no action at that

me,

If the administration had shown as
much initiative in responding to the new
Soviet strategy as it has shown in react-
ing to the proposed independent study of
the foreign aid, there would be no need
for the Senate to take on this job.

In view of the early friendly reaction
of the administration to the George pro-
posal, I have been surprised by the recent
activities of the bureaucracy. I have
been reminded of the restaurant with the
sign in the window stating that the
kitchen is open for inspection. But
when someone tries to inspect the kitch-
en, he finds all the doors locked. That
always makes me suspicious.

When the committee reported Senate
Resolution 285, it considered various
alternatives.

It rejected the idea of a joint Senate-
House committee, because this fall Mem-
bers of the House will be occupied with
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the elections, and because of the prob-
lems in getting such a committee under
way in an expeditious manner. Further-
more, the other House is free to conduct
its own study, as it did in the case of the
Herter committee, prior to the Marshall
plan, and as it is doing now, on the basis
of its own initiative, vis-a-vis the for-
eign-aid program.

The Committee on Foreign Relations
also rejected the idea of a Hoover-type
commission because that would involve
a big staff and would take a long time
in organization. It is doubtful if such
a study could be under way, much less
completed, by next February. I may
add that it is my personal view that the
reports of the last Hoover Commission
did not elicit widespread support simply
because the Commission was packed by
too many men whose personal predilec-
tions got in the way of the objectivity
needed if such a group is to be of in-
fluence. If there is anything the foreign-
aid program needs it is an objective
analysis.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Montana has
expired.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Arkansas yield 5 addi-
tional minutes to me?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
yield 5 additional minutes to the Senator
from Montana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Montana is recognized for
5 additional minutes.

Mr. MANSFIELD., Although serious
consideration was given to expanding the
proposed committee to include members
from other Senate committees, as has
been done in some past instances, it was
felt that this particular job was pri-
marily one for the Committee on For-
eign Relations. Furthermore it was the
clear intent of the Legislative Reorgani-
zation Act to limit the number of special
committees that might be created and to
give the standing committees authority
broad enough to enable them to carry on
studies of this kind.

Finally, Mr. President, underlying the
decision of the committee was full aware-
ness that it is a constitutional function
of the Congress to exercise a constant
control over the executive. TUnless we
discharge that responsibility efficiently
and fully, we are not doing our job.

The chairman of the Committee on
Foreign Relations remarked yesterday
that “the questions of our citizens about
the foreign-aid program must be well and
fully answered before this body is again
asked to authorize the appropriation of
funds for mutual security.” It is the
purpose of Senate Resolution 285 to help
our citizens answer their many questions
about foreign aid. I do not think the
American people will accept answers
from the very bureaucracy which has ad-
ministered foreign aid, or from appoint-
ees of that bureaucracy.

Mr. President, while I have indicated
my concern at the backstage maneuvers
that have been going on in connection
with the proposed study, I want to state
emphatically that I think it would be a
most serious mistake if this study were
launched in a partisan atmosphere.
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If the amendment now before us is
defeated and the resolution reported
favorably by the Committee on Foreign
Relations is adopted after Rules Com-
mittee action, I know that the study will
be conducted in a nonpartisan manner.
I would for my part, for example, urge
that the committee take no decisions
without broad bipartisan support. I
would urge it not to make public the
results of any studies until after the
election. The subject matter of this
amendment and of the proposed resolu-
tion is too important for the security of
this Nation to be viewed in a partisan
light.

Although the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Foreign Relations
will not be with us when the final recom-
mendations are submitted, I know that
for the next critical 6 months he will be
in full and active charge of the study
proposed by Senate Resolution 285.
There is no finer leadership under which
to start this long-needed evaluation of
the mutual-security programs. No one
need fear that the senior Senator from
Georgia would lend himself to a par-
tisan approach to the problem or that he
would be other than scrupulously fair in
getting this much needed job under way.
As chairman of this committee the great
Senator from Georgia will add to the
many brilliant accomplishments which
have already marked his outstanding
senatorial career.

I hope we will not shirk our consti-
tutional responsibilities to the American
people and that this amendment will be
rejected so that we can in due course
undertake a proper Senate investigation
of foreign aid, and thereby assume our
full and complete responsibility.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am delighted to
yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. With regard to
the point which the able minority leader
made, that there is a broad interest in
this bill, does the Senator think that
there is any broader interest in this bill
than there is in the defense appropria-
tion bill, or in the development of our
natural resources?

Mr., MANSFIELD. Not at all.
Senator from Arkansas is correct.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. There is always
that broad interest. However, the tradi-
tions of the Senate call for the delegation
of specific inquiries to specific com-=-
mittees.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is
correct; and in this instance the specific
committee which has legislative author-
ity is the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If sometfhing is to
be done about the problem next year,
that is the committee to do it. It would
not be a special committee.

Mr. MANSFIELD, The Senator is
stating the fact.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If a special
Hoover-type commission were created, it
could not actually put anything into
effect. It could only recommend.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Montana has
expired.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield another
minute to the Senator from Montana.

The
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Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senafor is
again correct. I believe that any investi-

. gation committee which involved outside

members would be more or less directed
by the Executive, and that very likely in
the end the result would be a whitewash.
Mr. President, the American people will
not be satisfied with a whitewash investi-
gation of the foreign-aid program.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I will not be, either.
I should like to associate myself with the
Senator’'s remarks.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield to my col-
league from Oklahoma.

Mr. MONRONEY. I completely en-
dorse the remarks of my distinguished
colleague from Montana [Mr. Mans-
FIELD], who is a member of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations. The Senate
has no higher duty, under our legislative
system, than to deal with the policies
and subjects with which a standing com-
mittee of that jurisdiction is properly
charged.

The Senate also has the highest pos-
sible duty to the Nation, as the prime
mover, the prime originator of investiga-
tions of the conduct of our foreign policy.
To turn that duty over to an executive
department which has shown little inter-
est in learning how the program is be=-
ing administered, how much waste is
occurring in the program, or what com~-
pletely opposite directions our foreign-
aid program is taking, when we are faced
with a new type of cold war, is not suf-
ficient.

I believe that the situation indicates
the wisdom of the plea of the distin-
guished Senator from Montana for leg-
islative surveillance in this field. To do
less would be to abdicate the duty of the
Foreign Relations Commitiee. As one
who has consistently supported foreign
aid, from the time I was a member of
the Herter committee, I am disappointed
to find the foreign-aid program so
musclebound, and so encumbered with
retreaded ideas that it cannot possibly
meet the new cold war problem which
now is facing us. *

The only alternative to misdirection
of aid or overemphasis on military aid is
to vote for deep and heavy cuts to try
to bring about in some way an agoniz-
ing reappraisal of the policies which, to
those of us who have followed the for-
eign-aid program, appear to be obsolete
and useless. Many of the strongest sup-
porters of foreign aid in the past feel this
same way.

Uncle Sam is acting like a man who
does not count his change. We act like
a foothall team, coached to defend
against a ground attack, for which we
might have been prepared during the
days of the mailed-fist policy of the Com=-
munists, But now the Communists
have resorted to a change in tactics in
their desire for world domination.
They are now using a forward passing
and an aerial attack but the coach does
not change the defense of the football
team to meet this new threat.

It seems to me that to try to offer
munitions around the world, to the tune
of $3,400,000,000 as proposed in this bill,
or $4 Dbillion, as recommended by the
State Department, is as obsolete and old-
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fashioned in today’s cold war as trying to
sell buggy whips in Detroit.

People are interested in ideas and
ideals. All the State Department offers,
under its present policy, is dollars and
more dollars. It seems to me that a
study by the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee, which has a firm understanding of
the background, and is desirious of giv-
ing us a modern, aggressive, effective
foreign-aid policy and foreign-aid pro-
gram, would be far better than an in-
vestigation by a few executives from big
business, who would be brought here to
take the advice of the foreign-aid admin-
istrators and conclude that everything
is fine and dandy, and that, although we
are losing the cold war on every front,
we should do more and more of what has
been done during past years.

Mr. President, I intend to support, to
the limit of my ability, the reappraisal
contemplated by the resolution to which
reference has been made.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Oklahoma. I
certainly agree with him, a coauthor
of the Monroney-La Follette Reorgani-
zation Act, in putting his finger on the
fact that the responsibility lies with
the Committee on Foreign Relations,
acting as the agent of the Senate as a
whole,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
how much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has 4 minutes remaining.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
yield 1 minute to the Senator from
North Dakota.

Mr. LANGER. I should like to ask a
question of the Senator from Montana.
Is it not true that the minds of the Ex-
ecutive and his assistants are already
made up? In fact, they came before the
Committee on Foreign Relations and
asked for a 10-year extension on some
features of foreign aid. If it had not
been for the stamina and statesmanship
of the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
GeorGe] they might have succeeded in
that respect. Is that correct?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes. I may say
to my good friend from North Dakota
the question is why all of a sudden there
should be this intense interest in look-
ing into the foreign-aid program, which
is being developed by the executive de-
partment at this late date. Why is it
only after the idea was originally ad-
vanced by the distinguished Senator
from Georgia, the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations? The big
question is, Why?

Mr. LANGER. Did not the executive
want a 10-year extension, only a short
time ago?

Mr, MANSFIELD. Yes; indeed.

Mr. LANGER. And if it had not been
for the Senator from Georgia, they
would have succeeded in getting it. Is
that correct?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I know of some in-
dividuals who have suggested a program
as long as 75 years. I will give the Sen-
ator the names, if he wishes me to do
s0.
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr, President, how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has 2 minutes remaining.



11354

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
wish to associate myself with the views
expressed by the Senator from Montana
[Mr. MansFiELpl. I do not wish to ob-
struct any other agency in making its
own investigation. However, I do not
believe that such an investigation should
ke in substitution for an investigation
to be made by the Committee on Foreign
Relations. The committee should make
its own study. Personally I would not
be satisfied with the recommendations
of an outside committee on a matter of
this kind.

The Foreign Relations Committee has
the special responsibility in this field.
Granted that every Member of the Sen-
ate has an interest in it, just as he does
in all major legislation; but under our
traditions and under our rules, the pri-
mary responsibility is in the Committee
on Foreign Relations. It is up to the
committee to make an intelligent judg-
ment of the need and it is that commit-
tee’s responsibility to make the study.

Personally I have been very doubtful,
and I am still very critical, of some of
the purposes to which this money will
be devoted. One of the things which
has reconciled me in voting to report
the bill and in my intention to vote for
it on the floor of ‘the Senate is the reso-
lution of the Senator from Montana
[Mr. MaNsSFIELD]. I have said to myself,
“I can go along for one more year if we
are sure to have an investigation and a
careful study and a full reevaluation of
the purposes.” If, after that study is
made, the same purposes are apparent
in the bill which comes before the Sen-
ate next year, I will conclude that I was
wrong in my criticism of the bill

I still believe that the bill is too heavily
weighted for the military and too little
devoted, relatively, to the economic de-
velopment of underdeveloped countries.
I believe in that sense it will be a waste
of money. I believe we are paying too
much attention to the military aspect
in countries like Turkey, for example.
Some very restrictive and regressive and
reactionary developments have taken
place in Turkey. Yesterday Turkey
took a further step toward muzzling
freedom of speech and muzzling the op-
position in its young democratic parlia-
ment. I consider that a very backward
step. That is an example, in my view,
of an unbalanced policy in that field. I
very strongly hope that the Senate will
not sidetrack the resolution supported
by the committee.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from New
Jersey.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
President, I am greatly disturbed by the
turn that this discussion has taken this
affernoon. I was present in committee
when the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
GEeorGe], the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations, made the
original suggestion that a thorough
study be made of this whole subject.
We all agreed that there was need for
such a study. I did not then know that
there would be an issue created as to how
the study was to be organized or who
should conduct it.

I had the privilege to attend a con-
ference in the White House, which was
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also attended by the Senator from
Georgia, and other Senators. Af that
time I understood there was no difference
between the executive branch of the
Government and the legislative branch
in connection with the effort which was
to be made to study our aid program.

Mr. President, it is most unfortunate
that we should have reached this turn
in the matter, and that the implication
should be raised that the Executive
would not make an honest study or in-
vestigation of the subject. I must pro-
test any such insinuation.

Mr. President, I bhelieve the Foreign
Relations Committee has a perfect right
to set up its own investigation. I also
believe that the executive department
has a perfect right to set up its own in-
vestigation. I had hoped that we could
have some kind of arrangement which
would provide for cooperation between
them.

The whole idea was that we should
try to get together and determine who
could best make the investigation,
whether it be the Brookings Institution,
or some other outstanding group inter-
ested in foreign affairs. That is the
spirit in which I understood the investi-
gation would be made. I regret ex-
ceedingly that we have reached the
point where a vote on the question will
look like a political difference of opinion.
I cannot very well vote against my par-
ty. However, I thought we had ar-
ranged the matter in the committee in
such form as would recognize both the
executive and the legislative branch
of the Government.

To say that the Senate cannot trust
the President of the United States to
have @ part in the investigation is cer-
tainly obectionable, and I cannot go
along with any such suggestion. There-
fore I shall be compelled to vote for the
amendment offered by the Senator from
California [Mr. Knowranpl. I shall do
so because I must protest the suggestion
that the President should be bypassed, or
that we cannot trust his participation in
such & study, and that therefore we
should make an investigation independ-
ent of the Executive.

I believe the legislative and executive
branches should be working together.
We should not be getting into a row, so
to speak, as to whether we will appoint
a commission in which the Executive
will participate, or whether an independ-
ent investigation should be made, where
we would ignore the executive branch
and, in effect, imply that the President
would not make an honest investigation,
or that anything done by the executive
branch would be a whitewash. I am
distressed by the whole thing.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Is it not correct to
say that the idea behind the resolution
adopted by the Committee on Foreign
Relations was that the committee would
conduct this study, and that we fully
expected the executive to conduct a sep-
arate but parallel study, as was done
when the Marshall plan, for instance,
was put into effect? There we had a
congressional study made by the Herter
Committee of the House of Represent-
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atives, and the executive had its own,
separate study made. The two were
made to mesh, one with the other. It
seemed to me that was done very well.
I thought that was the reasoning be-
hind the adoption of our resolution. I
am sure the Senator from New Jersey
will agree with me,.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from New Jersey has
expired.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I believe
that is true, but it appears to me the
implications are now that we are adopt-
ing the resolution in order to keep the
Executive out of the picture entirely.
That is something I cannot go along
with. Therefore I am compelled to vote
for the Knowland amendment, because
that issue has been forced on us in the
presentation of the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. MANSFIELD].

Will the Senator from California yield
me 1 minute?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I am unable to do
so. I have only 2 minutes remaining.
Mr. President, I started my remarks by
pointing out that there was certainly
room for an honest difference of opinion
as to how we should proceed to make a
proper investigation. I have the highest
confidence in the Senate. When I have
found it necessary to be critical of the
Executive, whether a Democrat or a Re-
publican, I have never hesitated to dis-
charge my responsibility as a Senator.

I have been shocked and surprised at
the assertion that the Executive could
not be depended upon to make a proper
investigation, but I do not think the
Executive should make the investigation
alone. I believe that Congress has a
coequal responsibility in that regard. It
could happen that there would be 5 or
6 or 7 congressional reports, followed by
a report from the Executive, and thus
we would wind up without any construc-
tive accomplishment in the long run.

We should all be interested in this
matter. No man knows whether the
next administration will be a Republican
administration, which I hope it will be,
or an administration dominated by the
other party, which Members on the
other side of the aisle hope it will be.
We have a common responsibility as
Americans, and I think the approach
should be to have the Congress and the
executive working together. There will
be a bipartisan control. The procedure
as to appointments to committees which
has been followed heretofore I am sure
would be followed in this instance, on
recommendation of the majority leader
and the minority leader, and I think the
House would follow the same general
procedure.

I would hope that under those circum-
stances the Commission could make a
report which would be impressive both
to the executive and to the legislative
arm of the Government. For that rea-
son, Mr. President, I ask that the amend-
ment be adopted.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator from California yield 1
minute on the bill, so that I may add a
few words?

Mr., ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield 1 minute on the bill to the Senator
from Massachusetts.
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I should like to add, at the end of sub-
section (g) (3), in line 15 on page 5 of
the amendment, the following: “by such
inquiries and reports as it can obtain
in the time permitted before its report
is to be submitted.”

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
accept that amendment and I modify
my amendment accordingly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Cali-
fornia is so modified.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
California as modified.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the gquorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
California [Mr. EnowrLAND], as modified.
On this question the yeas and nays have
been ordered, and the clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr, CLEMENTS. Iannounce that the
Senator from Texas [Mr. DanieLl, the
Senator from West Virginia [Mr, LaIrDp],
the Senator from Washington [Mr. MaG-
wuson], and the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. RusseLL] are absent on official
business,

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr,
NeeLy] is necessarily absent,

On this vote, the Senator from Texas
[M1 Danier] is paired with the Senator
fronl Kansas [Mr. CarLson]. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Texas
would vote “nay” and the Senator from
Kansas would vote “yea.”

The Senator from Washington [Mr,
Maenuson] is paired with the Senator
from Iowa [Mr. MarTIN]. If present
and voting, the Senator from Washing-
ton would vote “nay” and the Senator
from Iowa would vote “yea.”

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr,
NeeLy] is paired with the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. JEnNEr]. If present and
voting, the Senator from West Virginia
would vote “nay” and the Senator from
Indiana would vote “yea.”

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. Rus-
sELL] is paired with the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr, WiLey]l. If present and
voting, the Senator from Georgia would
vote “nay” and the Senator from Wis-
consin would vote “yea.”

I further announce that if present and
voting, the Senator from West Virginia
would vote “nay.”

Mr., SALTONSTALL. I announce
that the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
CapEHART] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate for the purpose of attending the
Indiana Republican State convention.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr, JEN-
weER] is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Kansas [Mr, CARL=
soN], the Senator from Towa [Mr. Mar-
Tin] and the Senator from Wisconsin
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[Mr. WiLey] are absent on official busi-
ness.

I wish to announce the following
pairs:

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARL=-
soN] is paired with the Senator from
Texas [Mr. Danier]l. If present and
voting, the Senator from Kansas would
vote “yea” and the Senator from Texas
would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN-
wER] is paired with the Senator from
West Virginia [Mr, Neeryl. If present
and voting, the Senator from Indiana
would vote “yea” and the Senator from
West Virginia would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. MARTIN]
is paired with the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. Macnusonl. If present
and voting, the Senator from Iowa would
vote “yea’” and the Senator from Wash-
ington would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
WiLEY] is paired with the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. Russerr]., If present and
voting, the Senator from Wisconsin
would vote “yea” and the Senator from
Georgia would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 41,
nays 45, as follows:

YEAS—41
Alken Dirksen Mundt
Allott Duft Payne
Barrett Dworshak Potter
Beall Flanders Purtell
Bender Goldwater Saltonstall
Bennett Hickenlooper BSchoeppel
Bricker Hruska Smith, Maline
Bridges Ives Smith, N. J.
Bush Enowland Thye
Butler Kuchel Watkins
Case, N. J. Malone Welker
Case, S. Dak. Martin, Pa. Williams
Cotton McCarthy Young
Curtis Millikin

NAYS—45
Anderson Hill McClellan
Bible Holland McNamara
Byrd Humphrey, Monroney
Chavez Minn. Morse
Clements Humphreys, Murray
Douglas Ey. Neuberger
Eastland Jackson O'Mahoney
Ellender Johnson, Tex. Pastore
Ervin Johnston, 8. C. Robertson
Frear Kefauver Scott
Fulbright Kennedy Smathers
George Kerr Sparkman
Gore Langer Stennis
Green Lehman Symington
Hayden Long ‘Wofford
Hennings Mansfield

NOT VOTING—10

Capehart Laird Russell
Carlson Magnuson Wiley
Daniel Martin, Towa
Jenner Neely

So Mr. KEnowrAnp’s amendment to the
committee amendment was rejected.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I
submit an amendment which I ask to
have lie on the table. I shall call it up
later.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and will
lie on the table.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment designated “6-27-
56—C.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Illinois desire that
his amendment be read in full, or that
it be printed in the RECORD?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Iask that it be
printed in the RECORD.

11355

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be printed in the Rec-
ORD.

The amendment proposed by Mr.
Doucras (for himself, Mr. DurF, and Mr.
LEaMAN) to the committee amendment
is as follows:

At the end of the bill insert a new section
as follows:

“8ec. —. (a) It is the declared policy of the
Congress to resist the spread of communism.
The issue between the free and the slave
world is essentially whether freedom shall
survive, The struggle to preserve freedom,
however, is not to be won solely by further
resistance to enslavement, but also by keep-
ing alive in the hearts of enslaved people
the spirit and hope of freedom. It is the
purpose of this section to advance the cause
of freedom by providing ald and support
to those groups which are actively engaged
in maintaining, inspiring, and instilling that
spirit and hope.

“{b) (1) There is hereby created an
agency under the name ‘Freedom Adminis-
tration’ (hereinafter referred to as the ‘Ad-
ministration'), which shall be under the gen-
eral direction and supervision of the Presi-
dent and shall not be affiliated with or be a
part of any other agency or department of
the Federal Government. The principal of-
fice of the Administration shall be located in
the District of Columbia, but the Admin-
istration may establish offices in such other
places as may be determined by the Admin-
istrator of the Administration.

“(2) The management of the Administra-
tion shall be vested in an Administrator
(hereinafter referred to as the ‘Adminis-
trator') who shall be appointed from ecivilian
life by the President, by and with the advice
and consent of the Senate. The Administra-
tor shall receive compensation at the rate of
$17,600 per annum. There shall also be
appointed to the Administration, by the
President, by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate, 8 Deputy Administrators
who shall each be paid at the rate of
$15,000 per annum. The deputy adminis-
trators shall be outstanding citizens of the
United States, 1 of whom shall be of Ger-
man descent, 1 of Polish descent, 1 of Lith-
uanian descent, 1 of Latvian descent, 1 of
BEstonian descent, 1 of Czech descent, 1 of
Ukrainian descent, and 1 of such descent as
to represent the remaining Slavic peoples in
the Communist world.

*“{c) The Administration shall have power
to adopt, alter, and use a seal which shall be
judicially noticed. The Administrator is au-
thorized, subject to the civil-service laws and
the Classification Act of 1949, to select, em-
ploy, appoint, and fix the compensation of
such officers and employees as are necessary
to carry out the provisions of this section.
The Administration, with the consent of any
department or agency of the Government,
may avail itself on a reimbursable basis of
the services, facilities, and personnel of any
such department or agency.

“(d) For the purpose of carrying out its
functions under this section, the Adminis-
tration—

“{1) may sue and be sued;

*“(2) may adopt, amend, and repeal rules
and regulations governing the manner in
which its business may be conducted and its
powers exercised;

“(3) may make and carry out such con-
tracts and other arrangements as are neces-
sary or advisable in carrying out Iits
functions;

“(4) may determine the character of and
the necessity for its obligations and expendi-
tures, and the manner in which they shall be
incurred, allowed, and paid subject to the
provisions of the Government Corporation
Control Act, as amended; and
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*(6) take such other action as may be
necessary to carry out the purposes of this
section. :

“(e) (1) The Administrator is authorized
to make grants to any private or semiprivate
nonprofit organization, committee, or group
which is actively engaged in broadcasting,
publishing, correspondence, or other activi-
ties designed to keep alive the spirit and hope
of freedom, and the will to resist enslave-
ment, in persons residing in Communist or
Communist-dominated countries.

“(2) In making any grant under this sec-
tion the Administrator shall advise and con=
sult with the Director of Central Intelligence,
and no such grant shall be made except with
the concurrence of a majority of the deputy
administrators of the Administration.

“(f) (1) There shall be established in the
Treasury Department a special fund which
shall be available without fiscal-year limita-
tion for financing the operation and expenses
of the Administration. There is hereby au-
thorized to be appropriated to such fund for
each fiscal year, beginning with the fiscal
year 1957, the sum of $20 million.

“(2) Notwithstanding section 1415 of the
supplemental Appropriation Act, 1953, or any
other provision of law, foreign currencies or
credits owed to or owned by the United States
shall, with the approval of the President, be
made available to the Administration for the
purpose of making any grant authorized by
this section.

“{g) The Administrator shall submit to
the President for transmission to the Con-
gress at the beginning of each regular session
an annual report of its operations under
this section.

“(h) Section 101 of the Government Cor-
poration Control Act, as amended (31 U. 8. C.
848), is amended by inserting after ‘St. Law=
rence Seaway Development Corporation;’ the
words ‘Freedom Administration.’”

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, on be-
half of the junior Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Durrl, the junior Senator
from New York [Mr. Leaman], the
junior Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
HumprrREY], and myself, I offer this
amendment establishing a Freedom Ad-
ministration.

We propose that $20 million, an
amount equal to about one-half of 1
percent of the foreign aid funds, be
added to this appropriation authoriza-
tion for the purpose of keeping freedom
alive in the now-subjugated countries
and peoples behind the Iron Curtain.
In particular, I refer to countries held
captive by Russia; namely, Lithuania,
Latvia, Estonia, Poland, Czechoslovakia,
Albania, Bulgaria, Hungary, and Ru-
mania. In addition, Mr. President, I am
proposing that the Congress recom-
mend—and authorize where necessary—
the use of certain counterpart funds,
and also funds credited to the United
States by foreign countries under sec-
tion 550 of the Mutual Security Act of
1951 and section 402 of the Mutual Se-
curity Act of 1954, for the same purpose.

These funds, Mr. President, would be
used to create and establish an inde-
pendent agency of the Government, di-
rectly under the President, to be called
a Freedom Administration, This
Freedom Administration would allocate
the funds provided to approved national
freedom committees for the following
purposes, among others:

First. To maintain and expand broad-
casting activities to the enslaved peoples
of Iron Curtain countries.
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Second. To expand existing programs
of correspondence to subjugated peoples
for the purpose of keeping alive the
spirit of freedom and resistance.

Third. To aid other programs by na-
tional groups, such as the printing and
distribution of pamphlets and informa-
tion, to keep freedom and hope alive in
the enslaved nations.

Fourth. To finance programs to en-
courage and aid those who, at the risk of
life itself, flee or have fled to the free
world from the Communist world, and
to offset the Communist drive to get
these refugees to return to their original
countries.

Fifth. To give monetary support to re-
sistance groups which aim at eventual
independence of now-satellite nations,

I think I should make it clear that it
is not the intention of the amendment
to incite armed revolt at an inopportune
time behind the Iron Curtain, but to keep
alive the spirit of resistance and stimu-
late effective slow-downs, which would
have the effect of weakening the eco-
nomic control of those countries. Of
course, if we can help armed uprisings,
we should not shrink from it.

Sixth. To publicize the names of those
former democratic leaders of the Iron
Curtain countries who still remain in jail
or work camps, so that the world may
know their fate and their struggle.

Seventh. To assist in promoting and
maintaining other programs which aim
at the eventual freedom of enslaved peo-
ples. And I may say in this respect, that
by providing adequate assistance to an
agency and a staff of competent people,
many other effective methods and ways
may be found to further this cause.

Now, Mr. President, let me be more
specific; first, about the Freedom Ad-
ministration which I am proposing, and,
second, about how it can be financed.

My amendment would create a Free-
dom Administration, an independent
agency with an administrator who is an
American citizen and directly respon-
sible to the President of the United
States.

In addition, my amendment provides
for 8 assistant administrators, 1 of whom
would be an outstanding German-
American, 1 a Polish-American, 1 a Lith-
uanian-American, 1 a Latvian-Ameri-
can, 1 an Estonian-American, 1 a Czech-
American, 1 of Ukrainian descent, and 1
American chosen to represent the Slavic
peoples and other enslaved ethnic groups
now behind the Iron Curtain.

The Administrator would be paid $17,-
500 per year and each Assistant Admin-
istrator, $15,000, or a total of $137,500.

The Administration, with the approval
of any four of the Assistant Administra-
tors, could use the funds appropriated
for various purposes and specific proj-
ects among which are those which I have
already mentioned and outlined.

Obviously, the President of the United
States would have the final say-so on
how and where the funds were to be
used. My amendment would allow the
Administrator to coordinate his pro-
grams with the Central Intelligence
Agency. My amendment does not put
the agency under the State Department
for a number of valid reasons which I
shall discuss later, but there is no reason
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why the President who, after all, is re-
sponsible for our foreign policy, could
not consult with his Secretary of State
on policy questions,

In addition to $20 million of the for-
eign-aid appropriation, the Freedom
Administration could draw upon coun-
terpart funds now on deposit in Europe
to the credit of the United States, with
the approval of the President, for alloca-
tion to approved national freedom com-
mittees now or hereafter functioning in
the free world, to enable these commit-
tees to maintain and to step up their
broadcasting, publishing, correspond-
ence, and other campaigns to keep alive
freedom and resistance behind the Iron
Curtain. Committees to which counter-
part funds are allocated shall have the
approval of a majority of the Assistant
Administrators.

As the Senate knows, in Europe and in
Greece and Turkey at this time, 10 per-
cent of the counterpart funds deposited
to match dollar funds obligated in the
country are reserved for United States
use. This has been true since June 20,
1952, and before that time there was a
5-percent requirement. In the fiscal
year 1955, the amount of funds of Euro-
pean countries transferred to United
States use amounted to $31.9 million, and
from April 3, 1948, to June 30, 1955, the
cumulative amounts so deposited
amounted to $610.6 million. Here, Mr.
President, is a source of funds available
for United States use which has already
been appropriated by the Congress and
which certainly can be and ought to be
used in part for the purposes I have
outlined here.

In addition, funds are made available
for United States use under sections 550
of the act of 1951 and 402 of the Mutual
Security Act of 1954. These are funds
made available to the United States in
the currency of the local country from
the sale of United States surplus agri-
cultural commodities. On June 30, 1955,
the amount of the balance on deposit for
Europe alone was $80,882,000. These
funds, of course, are used for a variety
of purposes, including direct forces sup-
port, defense support, and development
assistance programs. Yet, there is no
reason why a fair share of these funds
could not be used for the purposes of
establishing a Freedom Administration
Agency,

Thus, Mr. President, it is possible to
establish and carry out a Freedom Ad-
ministration program to keep alive the
spirit of freedom of the now subjugated
peoples behind the Iron Curtain. The
program can be carried out largely with
funds which the Congress has already
appropriated or which Congress will ap-
propriate in the future for our mutual-
security needs.

The program is bady needed. Too
many people are being lulled into a sense
of well-being and forgetfulness because
of what I believe is only an apparent shift
in Soviet policy. There is increasing talk
in high circles in this country about co-
existence and this can lead to dangerous
concessions which will be in fact, al-
though not in name, acts of appeasement.
We must not forget those of our fellow
men who still struggle against the chains
of Communist slavery. We have pledged
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ourselves as a matter of national policy
to do all we can to keep their hope and
spirit alive and to help them achieve
their freedom and dignity as free men
which all men everywhere deserve as a
right. I hope, Mr. President, that the
Senate will approve of my proposal.

My amendment, Mr. President, is in no
way designed to do away with certain
functions which are already authorized
by the Congress. I refer specifically to
the program of the United States In-
formation Agency and the United States
escapee program and other programs
designed fo keep the spirit of freedom
alive in the conquered countries.

But, Mr. President, the program I pro-
pose would extend that program and
would use the talents and abilities of
groups which are active in the fight for
freedom but whose services are not now
being used to any great extent.

There are numerous nationality
groups—in the United States as well as
in Europe—who are working day and
night to aid their countrymen who are
now in chains. For the most part, these
groups have little money and their ac-
tivities are limited by the small amount
of private funds which are available to
them. It is true that we are providing
$7 million in the present appropriation
for the escapee program, which my
amendment would aid and abet. It is
also true that, under section 401 of the
Mutual Security Act of 1954, the Presi-
dent has a special fund which he may use
for certain specific programs; $100 mil-
lion may be used for any selected per-
sons who are residing in, or are escapees
from, the Soviet Union and the conquered
satellites. I wish to stress those words,
“selected persons,” for the amendment I
propose would go beyond selected per-
sons to mationality groups who are al-
ready organized and who are fighting
by peaceful means to gain freedom for
their countrymen. Further, the pur-
poses for which the funds under section
401 can be used by the President have
been limited. He can use them—and I
quote from the language of Public Law
665 “either to form such persons into
elements of the military forces support-
ing the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion or for other purposes when the Pres-
ident determines that such assistance
will contribute to the defense of the
North Atlantic area or to the security
of the United States.”

Mr. President, those are worthy pur-
poses. I agree with them. But, Mr.
President, the money has not been
spent—to my knowledge—in any great
amount to use the services of the many
nationality groups who are fighting the
Communists. The President’s fund is a
program aimed at persons and it is a
program aimed primarily at bringing
these persons into the North Atlantic
Treaty military organization. There-
fore. the amendment I offer in no way
conflicts with section 401, the President’s
special fund, and, in fact, would harness
the abilities and knowledge of groups of
free men on this side of the Iron Curtain
to help speed the day when their own
former countries would be free and in-
dependent. My amendment would es-
tablish a program which is not now in
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effect and would tap the abilities and re-
sources of peoples and groups whose abil-
ities are not now being used on anything
like the scale they should be used. That,
Mr. President, is the purpose of my
amendment and it is a purpose which is
both a worthy one and one which is not
now being put into effect.

A word or two of history about this
amendment and about an alternative
amendment which was offered and
adopted earlier this afternoon may be
in order. The amendment which is now
being offered was first offered by me to
the Foreign Relations Committee dur-
ing its deliberations, in substantially the
same form in which it is now offered.
At the same time. my colleague, the
junior Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRK-
sEN], proposed an alternative amend-
ment, having some, though not all, of the
same aims, but differing from our
amendment in at least two major
respects:

First, instead of some $20 million pro-
vided under my amendment, plus the use
of counterpart and other funds available
to the United States in foreign countries,
his amendment provided $5 million, and
that to be spent at the discretion of the
President.

Second, whereas I proposed a separate
administration based on mnationality
groups in this country, he proposed that
it be administered under the direction of
the President.

Both of those proposals were consid-
ered by the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee, and both were rejected. The State
Department sent to the committee a let-
ter, which I shall discuss later in my
speech, describing its reasons for oppos-
ing my amendment.

I determined to bring this matter up
on the floor, and therefore had my

amendment printed and presented to a

number of Members of the Senate. I
gave notice to the leadership that I in-
tended to raise the question, as a matter
of public record, and that I was going to
bring up the issue. I talked it over at
a luncheon for a number of Senators in-
cluding the minority leader. I held
nothing back and was frank about what
I intended to do. My colleague did not
have his amendment printed. There
was no record of which I was aware that
it was going to be offered, and I assumed,
perhaps unwarily, that it would not be
offered.

This afternoon, a little more than 2
hours ago, when very few Senators were
on the floor, my colleague presented his
amendment in typewritteen form, with
some penciled additions to it, and it was
accepted and is now a part of the bill.

I regret that I was not notified by
him that this alternative proposal to
ours was to be submitted. My office was
not notified, and I am told that the
amendment went through when there
were very few Senators present on the
floor.

1 hasten to say that I have notified my
colleague that I intended to speak on
this subject. His office was notified;
and, just a few minutes ago, I notified
him in person. So I feel I at least have
observed the amenities of the Senate in
giving full notice to my colleague of what
I intended to do.

-cretion of the President.
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Incidentally, I think it may be worthy
of notice that, whereas my amendment
was brushed off with a letter from an
Assistant Secretary of State, Mr. Hill,
the Secretary of State himself addressed
a letter to my colleague approving his
proposal. I am not an expert on proto-
col, but I sometimes wonder if under
this administration they have estab=-
lished two classes of Senators here, first-
class Senators and second-class Sena-
tors, second-class Senators being Demo-~
cratic Senators whose proposals receive -
notice only from an Assistant Secretary
of State, whereas Republican Senators
get the red-carpet treatment and receive
letters from the Secretary of State.

I rather think I am correct on such
matters of gentlemanly etiquette, if not
State Department protocol, and I re-
spectfully call this fact to the attention
of the cutaway-coat and striped-pants
boys down in Foggy Bottom who are ex-
perts, so they think, in all matters of
gentlemanly decorum.

Let me proceed to discuss the substan-
tive merits of our proposal, and to con-
trast it with the proposal made by my
colleague. In the first place, our amend-
ment would give more money; specifi-
cally, it would set aside $20 million, as
contrasted to the $5 million authorized
under the amendment of my colleague.
In addition, our amendment would per-
mit counterpart funds and funds built
up by the sale of agricultural commodi-
ties abroad among others, to be drawn
on for the purposes of my amendment.
So that our proposal calls for a much
more adequately financed program than
does that of my colleague.

Secondly, it should be noticed that the
proposal of my colleague merely states
that the money is to be spent at the dis-
I have dis-
cussed the fact that Congress, on a pre-

‘vious oceasion, by the adoption of the

so-called Kersten amendment some time
back, provided funds of $100 million, to
be spent at the discretion of the Presi-
dent, for some of these purposes, al-
though they might be regarded as being
limited merely to integrating refugees
from behind the Iron Curtain countries
into the Armed Forces of the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization.

I have been trying to get the facts
on how much has been spent under the
Kersten program. The committee re-
port seems to indicate, on page 50, that
not more than $12 million of the $100
million appropriated last year has been
spent; and I have heard reports that
appreciably less than that has been
spent. So I think it can be said that the
administration has not taken advantage
of the funds which already have been
provided to it, and that if we can judge
the future by the past—which is sub-
stantially the only way one can judge
the future—the prospects do not look
very good for much action under the
amendment which was adopted when
only a few Members were on the floor,
and when not many Members knew what
was going on.

A third difference is that my col-
league’s proposal would, of necessity,
mean that the work would be carried on
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under the direction of the State Depart-
ment. We had certain very definite rea-
sons for setting up a separate admin-
istration from the State Department to
handle this matter. I shall try to dis-
cuss those reasons very frankly and in
all charity. The members of the State
Department have frequently been un-
justly criticized and when this has been
done, I have defended them. But a
frank statement of their disqualifica-
tions is in order.

In the first place, it is very hard to get
the State Department to try to sow dis-
content within any country with which
it has diplomatic relationships. The
members of the State Department are
trained in the code of diplomacy—at
least toward foreign countries, if not
toward members of the opposition party
within their own country; and they ob-
serve a proud punctillio in such matters,
by saying that they should not sow dis-
content with one hand while they bal-
ance a teacup or a cocktail glass with
the othe-. They are the teacup boys and
the cocktail boys and the diplomatic
note-writing boys; and do not like to
have their attention diverted in other
directions. They sometimes find it be-
neath their dignity to stir up discontent
among the peoples of the governments
with which they are dealing. This is not
an indictment by me of the State Depart-
ment; it is merely an indication that
those in the State Department have cer-
tain occupational characteristics which
they cannot overcome. Barbers are said
to be loquacious; shoemakers’ children
are supposed to be ill shod; and members
of the State Department do not like fo
engage in stirring up discontent in the
countries to which they are assigned. In
fact, members of the State Department
feel that they are representatives to gov-
ernments, not representatives to peoples;
and I wish to say that they tend to re-
gard their duties as being discharged
when they present diplomatic notes and
when they go through the formalities of
communication. As a result, when
someone like Mrs. Anderson or Mr.
Bowles comes along—someone who
wishes to be friendly with the people and
to establish bonds of amity with them—
the members of the State Department
shake their collective heads, and their
collars wilt, and their faces become
longer and longer, and their tempera-
ture diminishes to such a point that
fruit could be preserved for a long time
in the low temperature which exudes
from them.

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. 1 yield.

Mr. MORSE. Would the Senator from
Illinois be willing to strike out the word
“collective” from his phrase “collective
heads”?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Perhaps I should
strike out the word “heads” and substi-
tute “that organ of the body which gives
to them tropismatic responses.” [Laugh-
ter.] That is one point. We felt that
there should be more vigorous adminis-
tration than that, and that the adminis-
tration should be handled by a new
group.

Furthermore, with the passage of time,
any governmental agency tends to be-
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come somewhat waterlogged and unen-
thusiastic about mew projects; and if
we are to obtain results, it is frequently
necessary to start a new administration.
We found that to be true when we began
the Marshall plan. The State Depart-
ment wanted to administer it; but it is
well known that if that had happened,
the Marshall plan would not have been
very effective. So a separate administra-
tion was established to handle the Mar-
shall plan; that administration was un-
der Mr. Paul Hoffman. Regardless of
whether one approves of the principles
of the Marshall plan—I think nearly
everyone does now, although perhaps
some may quarrel about the amounts
spent—I think everyone will agree that
under Mr. Hoffman, the Marshall plan
was handled much more efficiently than
it would have been if it had been handled
by State Department personnel.

There is another point, and I shall be
frank about it, namely, that while the
Republican candidate for the presidency
and his prospective Secretary of State
campaigned vigorously on the program
of liberation, in practice that program
was not carried out, once the adminis-
tration took office; and, instead, there
has been substituted a program of co-
existence and of getting along with the
Russians, which tends to make the ad-
ministration reluctant to embark upon
a vigorous program of this type.

Mr. President, I wish to cite, if I may,
the pledges which Mr, Dulles and Gen-
eral Eisenhower made in the campaign
of 1952. I do this, not in a partisan
sense, but in order that Members of the
Senate may be apprised of the commit-
ments the administration made when it
sought the favor of the American people;
and I do so in the hope that the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of State and the
State Department may have second
thoughts about the matter, and may re-
turn to their earlier position.

In an article in Life Magazine on May
19, 1952, Mr. John Foster Dulles wrote:

Consider the situation of the twenty-odd
non-Western nations which are next door
to the Soviet world. * * * Today they live
close to despair because the United States,
the historic leader of the forces of freedom
seems dedicated to the negative policy of
containment and stalemate.

But liberation from the yoke of Moscow
will not occur for a very long time, and
courage in neighboring lands will not be
sustained, unless the United States makes it
publicly known that it wants and expects
liberation to occur,

Mr. President, if any Member doubts
the accuracy of that gquotation, I have
before me a photostatic copy of the ar-
timcle which was published in Life maga~
zine.

Mr. Dulles continued, as follows:

The mere statement of that wish and ex-
pectation would change, in an electrifying
way, the mood of the captive peoples. It
would put heavy new burdens on the jallers
and create new opportunities for liberation.
(Life, May 19, 1952, p. 154.)

In the Republican Party platform of
1952, there was this statement: -~

The policies we espouse will revive the con=
tagious, liberating influences which are in«
herent in freedom. They will inevitably
set up strains and stresses within the cap-
tive world which will make the rulers im-
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potent to continue in their monstrous ways
and mark the beginning of their end.

Mr. President, Members of the Sen-
ate will recall that the chairman of the
committee who wrote this section of the
Republican Party platform in 1952 was
the present Secretary of State, Mr. John
Foster Dulles.

Then we come to August 19562; and
when speaking before the American Le-
gion Convention, on August 25, 1952,
Candidate Eisenhower had this to say:

We must tell the Kremlin that never shall
we desist in our aid to every man and woman
of those shackled lands who seek refuge
with us, any man who keeps burning among
his own people the flame of freedom or who
is dedicated to the liberation of his fellows.

Mr. President, that quotation will be
found in the New York Times for August
26, 1952, on page 12; and if any Member
doubts the accuracy of that quotation,
I have before me a photostatic copy of
the article in the New York Times.

Our proposal would help to make it
clear, in the words of General Eisen-
hower, that the United States “never
shall desist in our aid to every man and
woman of those shackled lands who seeks
refuge with us.”

Following this speech of General
Eisenhower on August 25, he and Mr.
Dulles conferred, and the results of the
conference were made public in a news
conference by Mr, Dulles on August 26,
1952, Mr. Dulles made the following
statement, as quoted in the New York
Times of August 27, 1952, pages 1 and 15:

General Eisenhower agreed with me again
that the most important single issue before
the American people is the issue of foreign
policy.

What we should do is try to split the
eatellite states away from the control of a
few men in Moscow, he urged. The only way
to stop a head-on collision with the Soviet
Union is to break it up from within.

Mr. Dulles said the United States should
never accept a dvided Korea, a divided Ger-
many, or a divided Austria as a finality.
Truce negotlations should be continued to
end the fighting in Korea, he said, but they
should not be used as an arrangement which
divide Korea permanently.

And on August 27, 1952, in a speech
before the American Political Science
Association at Buffalo, N. ¥., Mr. Dulles
had this to say—and I quote from the
New York Times of August 28, 1952, page
12:

Next, he sald, resistance movements would
spring up among patriots, who could be
supplied and integrated via air drops and
other communications from private organi-
zatlons like the Committee for a free Europe.

Although there were many other
specific pledges in the 1952 ecampaign,
I wish to quote only two more by General
Eisenhower. Speaking in Cincinnati on
September 22, 1952, he made the follow=
ing statement:

These principles demand that we use
every political, every economic, every psycho-
logical tactic to see that the liberating spirit,
in the nations conquered by communism,
shall never perish. Thus, we shall help each
captive nation to maintain an outward strain
against its Moscow bond. The lands closed
in behind the Iron Curtain will seethe with
discontent; their people, not servants docile
under a Soviet master, but ardent patriots
yearning to be free again. Nothing Is so
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damaging to a tyrant's war machine as the
steadfast spirit of an unhappy people.

And on September 27, 1952, Mr. Eisen-
hower made this pledge in a letter to the
town meeting, Old Sturbridge, Mass., and
I quote:

In the struggle against expanding com-
munism, we must miss no opportunity to
rally men and women everywhere to the
cause of freedom and progress, as opposed
to the reaction of totalitarian policies and
methods, We must fully develop under
efficient, able direction every psychological
weapon that is available to us.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield to the Sen-
ator from New York.

Mr. LEHMAN. Am I correct in be-
lieving that all the statements which
the distinguished Senator from Illinois
has quoted were made during the Presi-
dential campaign of 1952?

l\gr. DOUGLAS. The Senator is cor-
rect.

I believe those pledges were straight-
forward and clear. I believe that there
were no “ifs’”’ or “buts” about them.

I welcomed those statements. I
thought that General Eisenhower, Mr.
Dulles, and other speakers for the Re-
publican Party were very unjust in the
charges they made about the Truman ad-
ministration and Mr. Acheson. They
attacked the Truman policy of contain-
ment. They said they had another
policy, namely, liberation. It never
seemed to me that those were antithet-
ical or opposed policies. We must con-
tain a force before we can roll it back.
Therefore it seemed to me that the criti-
cism of the policy of containment was
wrong. But I recognized the fact that
we were in a stage in which, after com-
munism had been contained by the wise
policies of Truman, it was quite proper
that we should attempt to roll it back
and fo liberate the subject peoples.

I believe, therefore, that what I am
proposing is clearly in line with the
campaign pledges made to the American
people in 1952, by President Eisenhower
and Secretary Dulles, and that there is
no basic principle by which the admin-
istration can, in good conscience, object
to the plan I am putting forward.

But, Mr. President, I wish to be fair
and I wish to stay away from a partisan
position on this subject which is so im-
portant to the free world, to the Ameri-
can people, and to the subjugated peoples
behind the Iron Curtain. For that
reason, let me argue in detail the ob~
jective which the State Department
raised to my amendment.

I ask unanimous consent that, at this
point in my remarks, there be printed
a copy of the letter which the State
Department sent to the distinguished
chairman of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee in which they object to my
amendment.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D. C., June 12, 1956.
Hon. WaLTer F, GEORGE,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, United States Senate.

DEAR SENATOR GEORGE: In accordance with

a request by your stafl, we have reviewed an
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amendment to H. R. 10082 intended to be
proposed by Senator DoucLas which would
create a new Freedom Administration, as an
independent agency of the United States
Government.

The executive branch is in full accord with
the policy stated in this proposal, that is,
to keep alive in the hearts of enslaved people
the spirit and hope of freedom. As you
know, many of our programs are pointed
exactly toward this objective. The mutual
security program, including the United
States escapee program, and the activities
of the United States Information Agency are
examples of this effort now being carried on
by the Government.

The Department of State does not, how-
ever, feel it can endorse the passage of this
amendment for a number of reasons:

1. The Freedom Administration would
operate in an area directly impinging on
the foreign relations and policies of the
United States, but would, although subject
to presidentlial supervision, be independent
of the President’s principal adviser on for-
eign policy, the Secretary of State. At the
same time, one of the chief functions of the
Freedom Administration—the making of
monetary grants to certain anti-Communist
organizations—would by law be subject to
consultation with the Director of Central
Intelligence. This provision, especially when
linked with the mutual security program,
would in itself bring the motives of the ad-
ministration into question and offer & prime
target for Soviet-inspired attacks.

2. The executive branch does, of course,
share Senator DoucLas’ desire to see free
institutions restored to the countries and
peoples of Eastern Europe now incorporated
against their will either within the U. 8. 8. R.
or. subjected to its domination. However,
once we agree that war is excluded as a
means to attaln this objective and that
other means are required, the most care-
ful attention must be given to the means
actually chosen. Certain activities can best
be undertaken by agencies of the United
States Government, while other steps can be
most properly carried out through private,
nongovernmental groups.

3. If by grants of public funds the Free-
dom Administration publicly recorded di-
rect Government interest in certain anti-
Communist organizations, there would be
the danger that such organizations would
immediately take on the character and limi-
tations of official operations, thereby im-
pinging upon similar activities currently
being carried out by governmental agencies.
Moreover, the appeal which such activities
offer as representative national and private
groups to the people of the captive nations
would thereby be sacrificed.

In addition to the above policy objections
there are serious administrative difficulties
which would make the proposed amendment
unworkable. .

Should there be other aspects of this
matter which you or Senator DoucrAs be-
lieve should be privately discussed, we
should be happy to review them with you
and him at any time.

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that
there would be no objection to the trans-
mittal to your committee of the report con-
tained in this letter.

Sincerely yours,
RoserT C. HILL,
Assistant Secretary.

Mr. DOUGLAS. First of all, Mr. Pres-
ident, they say that they are in “full
accord” with the policy stated in my
proposal. Then, however, they object
to my amendment. I believe that their
objections will not stand analysis and I
propose to analyze them now.

They say that the making of monetary
grants to certain “anti-Communist”
organizations when linked with the
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mutual security program would “in it-
self bring the motives of the administra-
tion into question and offer a prime tar-
get for Soviet-inspired attacks.”

Mr. President, that objection is one
that is hard to take seriously. Our coun-
try is committed to an anti-Communist
policy. Everyone knows that. We
voted an extra $1.1 billion for the Air
Force to protect our country and we
made no bones about whom it was we
feared. The USIA is certainly de-
signed—as a governmental program—
to be an “anti-Communist” policy. Do
we care that the Russians claim that
the USIA is anti-Communist in purpose?
Certainly, I do not. So, Mr. President,
if our Government, in many different
ways is sponsoring and advocating anti-
Communist programs, how, in heaven'’s
name, can a program which I am offering
and advocating bring the motives of the
administration into question and offer
a prime target for Soviet-inspired
attacks?

I may say in this connection that this
objection which the State Department
advanced to my amendment would apply
equally to the amendment of my col-
league, which Mr. Dulles approved, be-
cause the amendment of my colleague
would permit grants to private organ-
izations engaged in keeping alive the
will for freedom behind the Iron Curtain.
So apparently if a proposal is advanced
by the Democratic Senator from Illinois,
it is an improper proposal, but if a
similar proposal is advanced by my
junior colleague, the Republican Sena-
tor from Illinois, it is perfectly proper
and praiseworthy. This confirms my
long held belief that Mr. Dulles is a Re-
publican before he is anything else and
that he is always seeking to put the
Democrats, upon whom he depends for
support, in a hole. This is apparently
his version of bipartisan cooperation.
Thank God there are some of us who
have higher standards than that.

- What motives would be under attack?
Are we not proud that our motives are
to give hope and freedom to those who
are now in chains behind the Iron Cur-
tain? Perhaps the State Department is
afraid that that motive might be at-
tacked, but I say that is a decent motive.
I say that is a motive which is our na-
tional policy. I say that is a motive
which the Congress has passed on time
and time again, and one for which we
have appropriated billions and billions
of dollars. And why should we be con-
cerned that the Soviet would inspire at-
tacks on such a Freedom Administra-
tion? Of course, they would inspire at-
tacks on it. Are we to sit back and fold
our hands because through a Freedom
Administration, through a large Air
Force, through a huge defense budget,
and through our mutual security pro-
gram, we offer the Soviet Union prime
targets for attack? I believe that this
argument of the State Department is
one which cannot stand the test of
analysis and, if we accepted it, we would
now cut our defenses, stop our mutual
security program, junk the USIA, do
away with the CIA, and give up the
refugee escapee program, The Com-
munists have aimed their attacks at
these acts and organizations, That
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merely proves how effective they are.
And the Communists would aim their
attacks at the Freedom Administration
which, so far as I am concerned, is a
very valid reason for adopting it.

The second objection which the State
Department makes is that “certain ac-
tivities can best be undertaken by agen-
cies of the United States Government,
while other steps can be most properly
carried out through private nongovern-
mental organizations.”

I gather that their objection is that
my amendment would give the weight
and backing of the United States Gov-
ernment to the Freedom Administration
program to keep the spirit of freedom
alive behind the Iron Curtain. I gather
that the State Department believes that
this should be done by private groups.
I think there are a number of valid an-
swers to that objection.

First, I believe that it should be the
policy of the United States Government
to keep freedom alive behind the Iron
Curtain. Further, I believe that the ad-
ministration is committed to that—not
just that it is to be carried out by pri-
vate agencies—but is committed to use
the agencies for Government to obtain
that. That certainly is what our diplo-
macy should be aimed at. That cer-
tainly is what the CIA, the USIA, the
President’s special fund, and the mutual
security program is aimed at. There
can be no objection that this program
should not be carried out by the United
States Government. That is a foolish
objection, for the object and the means
I propose are already ones which, in part,
at least, the United States Government
is committed to.

I found it a bit difficult to understand
the confusion on this point. On the one
hand, it has been argued that my amend-
ment is not needed because we already do
some of these things. Of course, as
Members know, we do not do all of the
things I am proposing and we have failed
to tap all of the resources—like the na-
tionality groups with their special knowl-
edge—to carry out the purpose of my
amendment. Nonetheless, my amend-
ment has been objected to on grounds
that it is already being done.

But, on the other hand, we find the
State Department arguing that the Free-
dom Administration which I am pro-
posing, and the means by which it should
be carried out, should be handled by pri-
vate nongovernmental groups.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
Scorr in the chair),
Senator has expired.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, on
page 55 I move to strike out section 13,
beginning in line 1 and ending in line 16.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is not in order at this time.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may be per-
?;}.ted to speak for a half hour on the

111,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
would have to object to that, because
it would vitiate the whole unanimous-
consent agreement.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I un-
derstand that when the unanimous-

(Mr.
The time of the
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consent agreement was discussed, it was
pointed out that if a Senator needed
more time, he could always offer another
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator may offer an amendment at
the appropriate time.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I am sure the Senator
from California, for whom I have the
highest respect, would wish to have this
subject discussed fully, irrespective of
how Senators vote on the amendment.
I hope he will not object to the request
of the Senator from Illinois. It is a fair
request.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Mr.
President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator yield time to the Senator
from Minesota?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. I
wish to address the Chair. I wish to
call up an amendment, On page 4 of
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. DoucrLas], I seek to
strike out——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Such
an amendment is not in order at this
time.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota.
President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Are
we being foreclosed from offering amend-
ments to the bill?

Mr. KNOWLAND. There is no at-
tempt at foreclosure. However, under
the unanimous-consent agreement a
half hour is allotted to each side on the
amendment. When the opposition has
had an opportunity to reply to the Sena-
tor from Illinois, and when all time on
the amendment has expired, it will be in
order for a Senator to offer an amend-
ment, at which time the Senator from
Illinois or any other Senator will have
an additional half hour of time to speak
on another amendment.

_ The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota.
President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Minnesota will state it.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Does
the opposition to the amendment intend
to use its time on the amendment, or does
it intend to forfeit its time?

Mr. ENOWLAND. We will use some
of the time. We may not use all of it.
If not, I shall be glad to give some of my
time to the Senator from Illinois. How-
ever, we do have a number of speakers
on the amendment, and I believe the
orderly procedure to follow would be to
permit the opposition to be heard.

Mr. DOUGLAS. May I ask the dis-
tinguished majority leader if he would
be willing to vield me not to exceed 8
minutes on the bill?

Mr, HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Mr.
President, a parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I
should like to cut that request down a
little bit. I yield 5 minutes on the bill
to the Senator from Illinois. While he
is speaking on the additional time, Sena=
tors may be able to get together and de-
cide whether they will offer another

Mr.

Mr.
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amendment. I yield 5 minutes to the
Senator from Illinois.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. A
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Senator will state it.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Yes-
terday an amendment was offered by the
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc-
CarTHY]. Subsequently an amendment
was substituted by the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. BrRincesl. At that time
I posed the question as to whether we
were adopting a system of extending time
under the unanimous-consent agree-
ment. I said if we were, I wanted to be
notified of that fact, so that the ar-
rangement would apply equally to every-
one. I now find that the Senator from
Illinois is not privileged to permit an-
other Senator to offer an amendment. I
should like to point out that yesterday
no one spoke after the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr, McCarTHY] had spoken, so
far as his amendment was concerned.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yester-
day the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
McCarTEHY] withdrew his amendment,
and the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bringes] offered another amend-
ment.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. T
shall resume the discussion after we have
had an opportunity to consult with one
another and to consider the rules of the
Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Illinois is recognized for 5
minutes on the bill.

Mr, DOUGLAS. Mr. President, those
who oppose the amendment cannot have
it both ways. They cannot argue on the
one hand that what I propose is not
needed—for it is already being done—
and on the other hand that it should not
be done by the United States Govern-
ment but should be carried out by private
groups. There is a clear inconsistency in
this argument. The facts are that what
I am proposing is not being carried out by
the American Government; it should be
carried out by the American Govern-
ment, and my amendment provides the
means for doing it.

The third objection of the State De-
partment is that if funds were granted to
these nationality groups, after approval
by the President and by the CIA, and by
a majority of the administrators of the
program—

There would be the danger that such or=-
ganizations would immediately take on the
character and limitations of official opera=
tions, thereby impinging upon similar ac-
tivities currently being carried out by gov-
ernmental agencles. Moreover, the appeal
which such activities offer as representative
national and private groups to the people of
the captive nations would thereby be sac-
rificed.

Now, Mr. President, that is an objec-
tion which has already been raised in
the first two objections of the State De~
partment. I believe, again, that the
State Department cannot have it both
ways. They claim that my program
would impinge on activities currently
being carried out by governmental agen=-
cies—which activities apparently do not
embarrass the United States—but that
if the national and private groups were

The



1956

given support by the United States Gov-
ernment their special appeal would be
sacrificed.

That is an amazing argument. Why
is it, then, that the nationality groups
support my amendment? Surely, if they
thought they would lose their special
appeal in gaining freedom for their
countrymen, they would oppose my
amendment.
have urged it, because they know it is
yet another method by which their
ends—which are the eventual freedom
of their countrymen, can be brought
about,

And, again, we have conflicting argu-
ment that it is already being carried
out, and, on the other hand, it should
not be carried out. Again, the State De-
partment is trying to argue both ways.

Mr. President, I may say that this is
a very serious matter. There has been
little or no attempt by the administra-
tion to effect liberation. The promises
of the administration in the campaign
of 1952—that is, the promises of Gen-
eral Eisenhower and Mr. Dulles—prob-
ably did help to inspire the abortive
armed revolts behind the Iron Curtain
in the spring of 1953. However, it was
soon found that we had no positive pro-
gram to support those people. As a re-
sult, the leaders were killed or thrown
into prison, and it was a net blow to the
resistance movement.

We are not proposing an armed revolt
at an inopportune time. We are propos-
ing that the spirit of revolt be kept alive,
and that a collective slowdown be en-
couraged, which would be almost impos-
sible to detect and which would be ex-
tremely effective in its operation.

Unless we do something to help sus-
tain the spirit of resistance behind the
Iron Curtain, we will likely lose out.

A few weeks ago one of the leading
members of the Polish Government in
exile in London, a man whose previous
record had been that of a devoted anti-
Communist, announced he was returning
to Poland. He said he was returning to
Poland because of his disgust with the
policies of the American and British
Governments.

He had concluded that neither the
United States nor Great Britain meant
business, and that the only thing to do
was for him to make terms with the Com-
munist Government of Poland.

Mr. President, in the riots which
started yesterday and which may be go-
ing on now in Poland the heroic peo-
ple of that nation, with their bare hands,
have risen against their masters, and,
according to the Warsaw-controlled
radio, 38 have been killed and 270
wounded. I think we should send a mes-
sage of hope to them, and I submit
that my amendment would do that.

Mr. President, I do not believe the
State Department has a single valid ar-
gument against my proposal. They say
they are in full accord with the policy
of my amendment and then turn around
and put forward a number of obviously
inconsistent arguments.

We are not to do this, according to
them, because the Communists might
attack our motives. But we all know
the Communists attack our motives at

But, they support it and
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every step. When we help colonial peo~
ples to freedom we are accused of being
anticolonial. When we arm to keep
ourselves strong against the huge Rus-
sian military machine, we are accused
of being militaristic. When we wish to
share our atom knowledge, under proper
safeguards, with the rest of the world
and to have adequate inspection of
atomic facilities throughout the world,
we are accused of wanting to foment an
atom war. Mr, President, let us not be
dissuaded because the Communists might
attack our motives.

In summary, Mr. President, I believe
that this amendment should be adopted.

It is needed.

Its purposes are unobjected to.

The arguments against it are incon-
sistent.

The policies it would carry out have
been proclaimed by the President and
his Secretary of State.

The Congress of the United States has
supported its aims by dozens of its ac-
tions.

Therefore, I hope the Senate will
adopt the amendment and that we can
give this further encouragement to the
peoples of the Iron Curtain.

Mr. President, I have been glad to
send to Chicago to the great meeting
honoring the memory of Ignace Jan
Paderewski, the first Premier of Poland,
on the 15th anniversary of his death, to-
day, the following message:

I not only join with you in honoring the
memory of a great world ecitizen, Ignace Jan
Paderewski, but I share with you the deep
feelings of encouragement at the dramatic
new evidence of the undying determination
of the Polish people to struggle for their
freedom despite the most brutal and op-
pressive tyranny. I hope the Congress will
answer the courgeous resistance of the peo-
ple of Poznan by taking affirmative action
to establish a Freedom Administration to en-
courage and assist all proper efforts to lib-
erate the people of Poland and other Iron
Curtain countries.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Illinois has
again expired.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, may
I have 1 more minute?

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I
vield 1 minute on the hill to the Senator
from Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I hope
I can further tell this great Chicago
meeting of Polish Americans honoring
the memory of Ignace Jan Paderewski
that the Senate of the United States
has taken action today to encourage the
liberation of those under Communist
subjugation by approving this amend-
ment, and that we can send a message
of hope not only to the victims of tyranny
in Poland itself but to all others who suf-
fer under Communist rule. This would
be the most fitting tribute of all—positive
action for liberation—to the memory of
that great statesman and fighter for
freedom, Ignace Jan Paderewski.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yvield 5 minutes to the Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. SmarH].

Mr, SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, I join with the distinguished Sen-
ator from Illinois in my interest in for-
eign populations and the people behind
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the Iron Curtain. I believe my record
will show that I have been rather active
in that field ever since I have been a
Member of the Senate. But I think the
approach of the Senator from Illinois to
this question is the wrong approach.

I understand the Senate has already
adopted an amendment, offered by the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN],
which covers the same field in a less
elaborate way.

The argument which the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. Doucras] has made does
not strike me as being valid. Certainly,
we must do all we can. We have built
a foundation, and now we are asked to
erect a new edifice—to establish a new
executive branch agency. This would
interfere with the State Department's
funetions in the foreign-policy field,
would cause confusion about United
States policies, and would necessitate
coordination with existing agencies. It
would raise false hopes, in my judgment,
in the minds of the people behind the
Iron Curtain.

The amendment calls for eight deputy
administrators appointed on a basis of
national origins. This idea is contrary
to United States traditions of proper
qualifications for public office. Frankly,
I think it is questionable whether we
should use national origins as a basis for
such appointments.

The Freedom Administration would be
a Government corporation. This form
of organization is inconsistent with the
tasks which the agency would be called
upon to perform.

The amendment would authorize the
appropriation of $20 million in each fis-
cal year for use by the Freedom Admin-
istration. This would be in addition to
the amounts in the bill recommended by
the committee. There is no program for
using this new amount, so that the Sen-
ate has no idea whether such an appro-
priation makes sense or not.

Forthermore, it seems to me the Com-
mission would be rather fancy in its
general setup. The amendment calls for
a Commissioner at a salary of $17,500 a
year, and for 8 deputies at $15,000 apiece,
and the deputies are to be chosen from
certain nationalities in this country.

I cannot imagine how such a Commis-
sion would operate or that it could oper-
ate in the manner contemplated. The
amendment would make available to the
Freedom Administration any foreign
currencies owned by the United States.
This authority would be without control
by Congress, since it would be exempt
from controls established by section 1415
of the Supplemental Appropriation Act,
1953.

I am familiar with the general pro-
gram of student exchange and with how
that program is financed. I am wonder=-
ing whether it is intended to take the
use of foreign currencies used for that
important program to finance this Free-
dom Administration. «

The amendment would duplicate the
authority already existing in the Mutual
Security Act of 1954, in sections 401, 403,
and 405, to carry out programs consist-
ent with the purpose of the amendment.
The amendment would also duplicate
authority granted to the State Depart-
ment and the USIA.
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Section 401 of the act provides:

Not to exceed $100,000,000 of the funds
available under this section may be ex-
pended for any selected persons who are
residing in or escapees from the Soviet
Union, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary,
Rumania, Bulgaria, Albania, Lithuania,
Latvlia, and Estonia or the Communist-dom-
inated or Communist-occupied areas of Ger-
many, or any Communist-dominated or
Communist-occupled areas of Asia and any
other countries absorbed by the Soviet
Union, either to form such persons into ele-
ments of the military forces supporting the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization or for
other purposes, when the Presldent deter-
mines that such assistance will contribute
to the defense of the North Atlantic area or
to the security of the United States.

It seems to me that this section is
more comprehensive and more in line
with our present setup than this new
proposal would be.

Of course, there is always a danger
that establishing an organization of this
kind would give rise to Soviet propa-
ganda against the United States to the
effect that this agency is the only United
States agency interested in freedom. It
does not seem to me to be the appro-
priate way to handle the matter,

So, Mr. President, I express my op-
position to the amendment offered by
my distinguished colleague from Illinois,
at the same time assuring him that I am
deeply concerned with the whole prob-
lem of the people behind the Iron Cur-
tain and sympathize with their desire
for freedom. It should continue to be
our purpose to give them every hope of
freedom from Communist oppression.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield 10 minutes to the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN].

Mr. DIRESEN. Mr. President, I am
responsible only for my own conduct, and
I trust that whatever I may do here will
be supported by the Senate.

There is nothing so irresistible as
attack. On the 12th day of February I
was in Chicago addressing a meeting,
and at that time the question of whether
something more should be done to aid the
nationality groups in this country to
keep alive the spirit of freedom and hope
was very widely discussed. I came back
to the Nation’s Capital a few days later,
and, shortly thereafter, I addressed a
letter to the very distinguished chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee. That letter was responded to by
the very distinguished clerk of that com-
mittee, Dr. Marcy. And may I say that
the Foreign Relations Committee of the
Senate is certainly honored by having as
committee clerk one of the very finest
gentlemen I ever knew. He is not only
& scholar, but, in every sense, he is a
gentleman. So, Mr. President, when I
want to know anything I go to the very
indispensable group of clerks of commit-
tees who know the score.

I presented the matter to Dr. Marcy,
and he said that in due course it would
come before the committee. I sub-
mitted certain language at that time,
and when the hearings on the foreign
aid bill began, that language was con-
sidered, but it was laid on the table.
It was mentioned to me at the time that
my distinguished colleague had also sub-
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mitted an amendment, and that his
amendment was also laid on the table.

I then said to Dr. Marcy, “I wonder
if we cannot revise the language so as
to make it acceptable to the committee.”

A few days later the language was re-
vised and was submitted to me. I made
a few modifications in the revised form,
and I have carried the amendment very
religiously with me since the debate
began.

I have been very attentive to this mat-
ter, because I have been interested in
it, as have other Senators. When the
session began at noon today, I found my-
self beset with two committee sessions,
and I came to the Senate Chamber at
12:30.

But I remind my colleague that on
yesterday I talked with the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. GeorceEl, when he was
presiding over this body, and suggested
iwo amendments which I desired to offer.
I came into the Chamber today and, at
his suggestion, deferred offering the
amendments on the ground that it was
perhaps too early for the committee to
accept any amendments to be taken to
conference.

The result was that I went to lunch.
‘While I was at lunch, word came to me
to return to the Chamber; that there
was an opportunity to present the
amendments. I presented them. There
was no objection. Both of them were
agreed to.

I cannot be responsible whether other
Senators are in their places. I give an
accounting only of my own stewardship.
In so doing, I never reflect upon any
other Member of this body.

The Senator from Georgia very gra-
ciously accepted both amendments.
Then I went about my business, first to
a subcommittee of the Committee on the
Judiciary dealing with judges, and then
to hear testimony upstairs, where there
is a room full of witnesses.

It was not until I came into the Cham-
ber to respond to a quorum call that I
got a message from my office stating
that my distinguished senior colleague
was going to refer to the fact that my
amendments had been offered.

I simply submit that there are a num-
ber of persons in the world and quite a
number of persons in this body who have
had a continuing interest in the ques-
tion of liberation. I have declaimed it
from the housetops and from platforms
in probably two-thirds of the States of
the Union. So I make no apologies for
my action, because I feel as deeply on
this subject, and I am just as close to
those groups, as is any other Member
of the Senate.

Therefore, my conduct was entirely
circumspect. If there is any quarrel
about the language in which my amend-
ment is couched, I can only say that
I enlisted the aid of the very distin-
guished clerk of the Committee on For-
eign Relations, and that I proposed this
matter almost 6 months ago, when the
foreign-aid bill was scarcely in the incu-
bation stage.

I know also of the difficulty of selling
an amendment on the floor of the Sen-
ate. So it was, some days ago, that
I importuned the Department of State
concerning the necessity for doing some-
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thing on this subject. It took me quite
some time to get all the answers I wanted.
At long last, I contacted one of the
officials of the Department and said,
“Now I want some kind of answer.”
That answer came to me yesterday after-
noon in the form of a letter signed by
the Secretary of State, the Honorable
John Foster Dulles, He said the De-
partment supported the proposal in the
form in which it was submitted today.

I do not know what the Department
did about the proposal of my colleague,
but I know that the State Department
has indicated its support of my amend-
ment over the signature of the Secretary
of State.

I understand that some reference was
made to class A and class B Senators.
Selfishly, I hope I shall always be in
class A, I do not know what the dis-
tinction is between the two, but I do
know that any Member of the Senate,
regardless of his political persuasion and
his partisan affiliation, can always get
an answer from the State Department,
and can always get polite, courteous
treatment.

But I did not wait when I was noti-
fied that the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations had laid my amendment on the
table along with the amendment of my
distinguished colleague. I then went to
work to prepare my amendment in a
form which would be acceptable, and I
labored further to get the approval of
the State Department.

So I am grateful, indeed, that the
chairman of the Committee on Foreign
Relations should have said today, in the
very brief discussion we had, that he
thought the amendment had merit.

I add only one other thing, namely,
that the amendment is amendatory of
a section which is already in the bill.

Everyone knows of the Kersten Act,
which deals with this matter. One
hundred and fifty million dollars was
made available, of which $100 million
was designed to create smaller compo=-
nents of escapees, in the interest of the
support of the United States, the amount
to be spent under the direction of the
President of the United States.

My amendment is a complete depar-
ture from the proposal which is pres-
ently pending. It merely authorizes an
increase of $5 million for this purpose,
expands the purposes somewhat, and
eases the administration of the provision
by the State Department, because it is
quite in line with the basic effort in
section 401 of the act.

One other point, and then I shall have
finished. I listened to and followed with
great interest the speech by the Presi-
dent in August 1954 to the American
Legion Convention. I have carried that
speech with me. In that speech the
President said we must assist the libera-
tion cause by administration. Then he
used this language: “By other material
means.”

So it will be discovered that what I
was trying to do was to articulate the
program of the President, and the
phrase, “by material means,” appears in
the amendment today. It is a fortuity,
of course, that it should come almost on
the day when there was a revolt, a pro-
test, and almost a rebellion in Poland



1956

because the people are without bread,
and are discovering now what the heavy
hand of tyranny and despotism means
to them.

I think the amendment comes as a
beacon and as a shining light of hope. I
trust the amendment will become em-
bedded in the language of the bill, that
it will be retained in conference, and
that it will be translated into action in
the interest of the liberation of peoples
for whom the lamps of freedom have
long ago been extinguished.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. Mr.
will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Illinois has
expired.

Mr. EKNOWLAND. I yield an addi-
tional minute to the Senator from Illi-
nois.

Mr. SPARKMAN. The distinguished
Senator from Illinocis has correctly
pointed out that the Kersten amendment
made available $150 million.

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is correct.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. My understanding
is that only a relatively small amount of
the funds provided in the Eersten
amendment have been expended. What
I have nof been able to understand is
why the proposed $5 million is needed.
As a matter of fact, I feel certain the
Senator from Illinois knows that that
is really the reason why the Committee
on Foreign Relations decided not to add
such an amendment to the bill.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I say to my friend
from Alabama, first, that I was not ad-
vised, and I am not advised, as to how
much of the $150 million under the Ker-
sten amendment has been expended.
They are unvouchered funds, and the
President does not give an account of
them. I did not feel free to ask, in the
state of the law, for an accounting to
ascertain how much money was avail-
able. I wanted to be sure, therefore,
that funds were available. Whether it
is $1 million, $5 million, or $10 million
is not nearly so important as that the
language of the provision in the existing
law be broadened so that this program
can go forward.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Illinois has
expired.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Mr.
President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Minnesota will state it.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Has
all time been used on this particular
amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair understands that whatever time
remains is under the control of the Sen-
ator from California [Mr. KNowLAND].

Mr. EKNOWLAND. Mr. President,
would the Senator from Minnesota like
to have me yield him some time? I have
some remaining.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Isay
most respectfully to the Senator from
California that it is my intention to of-
fer an amendment to strike certain sec-
tions of this particular amendment,
gll}ich I think might be somewhat help-

Mr. OWLAND., In order to fa-
cilitate t.he situation, I am prepared to

President,
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yield back all my remaining time so
that the Senator from Minnesota can
offer his amendment.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. I say
most kindly to the minority leader that
if he needs some time on the basis of
the amendment I am about to offer, L
shall be happy to yield time to him from
my side.

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator from
Minnesota is generous. Iam certain we
shall get along all right.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back or has expired.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Mr.
President, I offer an amendment to the
Douglas amendment on page 3 to strike
out beginning with line 4 through line 4
on page 4.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator restate his amendment?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. On
page 3, starting with line 4, strike out
all the language on that page through
line 25; and on page 4, beginning on
line 1, strike out the language through
line 4. The amendment would be con-
cluded with subsection (e) (1), on page
4, and the language thereafter,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MansFIELD in the Chair). The Chair in-
quires of the Senator from Minnesota
how much time he allocates to himself.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. I al-
locate 10 minutes to myself at this time.

Mr. President, the news in the morn-
ing radio broadcasts and in the morn-
ing press concerning the revolt, or at
least the uprising, as Poznan, in Poland,
indicates to us, I think, the importance
of this particular amendment, as modi-
fied by the amendment the junior Sena-
tor from Minnesota has just offered.

The purpose of the amendment of-
fered by the senior Senator from Illinois
for himself and other Senators is to
make it crystal clear once again that an
important part of the foreign policy of
the United States is to do everything
within our powers—the peaceful and
legitimate powers of this Government—
to offer hope to persons behind the Iron
Curtain, particularly those in the en-
slaved countries which were taken over
by the Soviet Union following World War
II, and the Baltic States, which were
taken over by the Soviet Union in earlier
years, around 1940.

Mr. President, in conferences some of
us have had with the free leaders of the
enslaved countries, such as representa-
tives from Poland, Lithuania, Romania,
Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and other
countries behind the Iron Curtain, we
have been informed that there is a grow-
ing sense of despair and hoplelessness
;}?ong the people behind the Iron Cur-

n.

I was happy to see this morning, how-
ever, that in Poland the passion for in-
dependence and the dedication to free-
dom still live. I should like to suggest,
Mr. President, at this time, that if for
no other reason, the amendment ought
to be adopted to indicate to the patriots
of Poland that the Government of the
United States, the greafest free govern-
ment on the face of the earth, and the
people of the United States, who love
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freedom dearly, have not forgotten their
friends and their neighbors in other
areas of the world who aspire to national
independence and national freedom, and
who are willing literally to lay down
their lives to throw off the yoke of Com-
munist imperialism and communism.

If there ever was a time, I may say to
my friend from Illinois, when the
amendment he has offered was appro-
priate, it is this hour, because, even as
we speak in this Chamber today, thou-
sands of men and women, workers in
factories, shopkeepers, students, and
farmers in Poland are protesting openly,
at the risk of their lives—as students did
only recently in Czechoslovakia; as 2
years ago German workers did in many
of the cities of Germany behind the
Iron Curtain. At that time apparently
we had, despite all the pronouncements
made, no policy whatsoever.

PADEREWSKEI

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota sub-
sequently said: Mr., President, at the
point in my remarks where I was re-
ferring to the uprising in Poland, I
should like to note that today marks the
15th anniversary of the death of Ignace
Jan Paderewski, the world renowned
artist and Polish patriot. I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
Recorp at this point as a part of my re-
marks a statement which I have pre-
pared in that connection.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

Today when the news from Poznan gives
us new evidence that the fire of human lib-
erty still burns brightly in Polish hearts,
it is fitting that we should pause to com-
memorate the 15th anniversary of the death
of Ignace Jan Paderewski, the world-
renowned composer and pianist, and great
Polish patriot.

Paderewskl was a close friend of Woodrow
Wilson, and it was this friendship that lent
strength to Wilson's insistence on the self-
determination of all nations, including
Poland. Paderewski was the first Premier of
the newly-freed Polish Republic in 1919,
During the turbulent years between the two
world wars, he played a major role in the
difficult adjustment of his nation to the
independence the Poles had acquired after
generations of subjugation under the Rus-
slans and Germans.

Always dedicated to his country's free-
dom, Paderewski refused to perform public
concerts after the fall of Poland at the begin-
ning of World War II. He died in New York
City on June 30, 1941, still President of the
exiled Parliament.

The dedication of Paderewskl to Polish
independence inspires the Poles today.
While the Wilsonian doctrine of the self-
determination of nations remains a strong
force in the motivation of American foreign
policy, the United States must pay heed to
these Polish aspirations. The United States
Senate should look upon this commemora-
tion of the death of Paderewskl as a re-
minder of our international responsibilities
as a continuing supporter of the cause of
oppressed and captive nations everywhere.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Mr.
President, have we here in the Senate
forgotten those fateful and eventful
hours in Germany 2 years ago, when
workers walked out of the factories;
when we saw, as demonstrated from
photographs obtained, German workers
beating on tanks with bare fists, German
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workers standing up against machine-
guns with sticks and stones, Germans
who wanted to be free, who wanted no
further nazism, and wanted nothing
more of communism?

We were without a policy, I submit.
We knew not what to do, except, appar-
ently, to send emergency food to people
who could cross the line, the so-called
Iron Curtain, and go into West Germany
or the free sections of Berlin.

The amendment of the Senator from
Illinois, in its preamble, really gives a
ringing declaration of independence and
freedom. It states:

It is the declared policy of the Congress to
resist the spread of communism. The issue
between the free and the slave world is essen-
tially whether freedom shall survive. The
struggle to preserve freedom, however, is not
to be worn solely by further resistance to
enslavement, but also by keeping alive in
the hearts of enslaved people the spirit and
hope of freedom. It is the purpose of this
section to advance the cause of freedom by
providing aid and support to those groups
which are actively engaged in maintaining,
inspiring, and instilling that spirit and hope.

I have read the language of the first
cection of the amendment. This is its
purpose and objective, and it is an objec-
tive to which every freedom-loving per-
son in the United States of America
subscribes.

The language following, in subsection
(b), wherein there is created an agency

‘under the name of “Freedom Adminis-
tration,” is but an outline of the admin-
istrative procedure or administrative
program for carrying out the previously
announced objectives.

There may be those who say we do
not need a separate administrator in this
area. There may be those who say we
surely do not need deputy administra-
tors. Mr. President, if there is one place
where we need concentration of effort,
it is in this field to which we are address-
ing ourselves, so as to coordinate and
centralize the policies of this Govern-
ment as they relate to keeping alive the
hopes and the aspirations of people be-
hind the Iron Curtain for their ultimate
liberation and freedom.

I regret to say that, because of ithe
wide diffusion in the respective agencies
of our Government of the responsibility
for programs for emancipation and lib-
eration, far too little is being done, or, if
it is being done, Mr. President, its ef-
fectiveness is lost because of confusion
and diffusion—confusion of purpose and
diffusion of responsibility.

I feel this amendment, if adopted, will
at least indicate to the administration
and to nations throughout the world
that there is a growing and ever-deepen-
ing concern over the fate of peoples who
are enslaved. This is the right time for
the declaration. If we can believe only
a part of what we read, if we can believe
only a little bit as to the troubles in the
Communist parties in some countries, if
we can believe that there is some diffi-
culty in the Kremlin—and may I say
that our State Department indicates
again and again that there are grave
difficulties and problems amongst the
leadership of the Kremlin—if we can
believe, for example, that the flame of
liberty and freedom still burns in the
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hearts and minds of people behind the
Iron Curtain, particularly in those coun-
tries which were grabbed up and en-
slaved after World War II—if we can
believe this, and I think we have a right
to, in the light of the moving and inspir-
ing news we received this morning, then
it is time for the Congress of the United
States to do something specifically to
help those people. :

Mr. President, there are now in
America free leaders from Rumania,
from Hungary, from Czechoslovakia,
from Poland, from Lithuania, from Es-
tonia, from Latvia, from Albania, and
from other countries which are behind
the Iron Curtain. Many of them are
here under the good offices of our Gov=
ernment. Many of them are here be-
cause they seek to live in a land of free-
dom, not only momentarily, but for the
rest of their lives. But these persons,
these wonderful men and women, who
have demonstrated bravery and courage
in resisting any form of totalitarianism,
have come to Members of the Senate and
have asked us why we do not do some-
thing just a little more concrete than
we have been doing. That is what the
amendment proposes to do.

If the amendment were to be taken to
conference, it would do two things,
First. It would indicate the overall con-
census of the Senate of the United States
on this issue.

Second. Let me say that if the amend-
ment involves some difficulties in ad-
ministration, with the result that the
amendment requires more refining, I
suggest that such matters could be
worked out by the conferees.

Frankly, Mr. President, I happen to be
one who believes that we are not using
all the talent that is available in our
country.

Therefore, this particular amendment
provides for Deputy Administrators, one
of whom shall be of German descent, one
of whom shall be of Polish descent, one
of whom shall be of Lithuanian descent,
one of whom shall be of Latvian descent,
one of whom shall be of Esthonian des-
cent, one of whom shall be of Czech
descent, one of whom shall be of
Ukranian descent, and one of whom shall
be of such descent as to represent the
remaining Slovak peoples in the Com-
munist world.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Minnesota yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. I
yield.

Mr. McCARTHY. I wish to say that
I have been impressed by the words of
the Senator from Minnesota, but of
course actions speak louder than words.
I wonder how the Senator from Minne-
sota voted yesterday on the Bridges
amendment, which would cut off Amer-
ican aid to a Communist country which
is dedicated to Leninism, which is dedi-
cated to the destruction of our country.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Mr.
President, the Senator from Wisconsin
does not need to ask me, for I know he
reads the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. He
knows that I voted to support the Presi=-
dent of the United States and the Sec-
retary of State, who pleaded with us to
do exactly what the junior Senator from
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Minnesota voted to have the United
States do.

In view of some of the votes which
were cast on yesterday, I am beginning
to wonder whether the Secretary of
State had one speech for the Republican
caucus and another speech for the For-
eign Relations Committee. However, I
wish to reconcile that doubt by saying
that I imagine what the Secretary of
State told those of us who serve on the
Foreign Relations Committee was ex-
actly what he told the Republican
caucus.

Mr. President, T have no apologies to
make for my vote on yesterday; and I
say to the Senator from Wisconsin that
I have nothing to apologize for in my
long fight against totalitarianism. Let
me say that I was fighting against totali-
tarianism long before some other Mem-
bers took up that fight. Therefore, I
think I know whereof I speak.

In this case I am addressing myself to
an attempt to erystalize the hope of the
peoples behind the Iron Curtain; and I
believe that my amendment to the
amendment submitted by the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. Doucras]l, on behalf
of himself and certain other Senators,
will do just that.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Minnesota yield fur-
ther to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Minnesota has
expired.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Mr.
President, I yield myself an additional 5
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Minnesota is recognized
for an additional 5 minutes.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Now
I yield to the Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, al-
though I have gotten along very well
with the able junior Senator from Min-
nesota, when he says he has no apologies
to make for his vote in favor of having
the United States give approximately
$95 million to a Communist country——

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. M.
President, is the Senator from Wisconsin
asking me a question?

Mr. McCARTHY. Yes, I am going to
ask a question.

Mr., HUMPHREY of Minnesota. I
hope the Senator from Wisconsin will
proceed to ask his question, then.

Mr. McCARTHY. The Senator from
Minnesota does not mind receiving a
compliment first, does he?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. No;
but I should like to have the Senator
from Wisconsin ask the question he has
in mind.

Mr. McCARTHY. Does not the junior
Senator from Minnesota honestly feel
that every Senator who voted in favor
of giving $95 million of aid to a Com-
munist country, to strengthen the Com=-
munist economy and to build its arma-
ment, even though that country has de-
voted itself to Leninism—and let me say
that I assume that the Senator from
Minnesota was completely sincere and
honest in so voting, as were the other
Senators who voted for that proposal—
think the time will come when all Sen-
ators who voted for the giving of aid
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by us to Communist countries will wish
to apologize for voting in that way? I
emphasize that I am not accusing those
Senators of being insincere; I assume
that they had some reasons for voting
as they did. What the reasons were, I
do not know.

But does not the junior Senator from
Minnesota think that all Senators who
voted in favor of that proposal will at
some time in the future, if and when the
war machine they are helping to build
up in Yugoslavia is used against Ameri-
can young men, really have an apology
to make?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Mr.
President, let me say to my friend, the
Senator from Wisconsin, that what the
junior Senator from Minnesota did was
to vote for the amendment reading as
follows:

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, no assistance under this title or any
other title of this act, or under any provi-
sion of law repealed by section 542 (a) of
this act, shall be furnished to Yugoslavia
after the expiration of 90 days following the
date of the enactment of this section, unless
the President finds—

And then we added the amendment
submitted by the Senator from Wyom-
ing, namely—
and so reports to the Congress, with his
reasons therefor—

And then the commitfee amendment
continued as follows:
(1) that there has been no change in the
Yugoslavian policies on the basis of which
assistance under this act has been furnished
to Yugoslavia in the past, and that Yugo-
slavia is independent of control by the Soviet
Union,

And then the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Wyoming added these words:
(2) that Yugoslavia does not adhere fo
any policy for the Communist conguest of
the world and (3)—

And then the commitfee amendment
provides—
that it is In the interest of the national
security of the United States to continue the
furnishing of assistance to Yugoslavia under
this act.

Mr, President, what the junior Sena-
tor from Minnesota did—and let me say
that I shall not take much more time on
this matter—was to vote in favor of the
giving of assistance to Yugoslavia if the
President of the United States—who is
the President of everyone in the United
States, and who is vested by the Consti-
tution with the responsibilities of Com-
mander in Chief of our Armed Forces
and the responsibilities of being our chief
spokesman in foreign affairs—feels that
it is in the interest of national security
that such assistance be granted.

Let me say to my colleague, the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin, that he has voted,
as have other Senators, for aid to Yugo-
slavia; he did so last year, and he did so
the year before, and he did so the year
before that. And let me point out that
Tito was just as Red then as he is now,
and let me also point out that he was
then just as much of a Communist as he
is today. The only difference is that
now—at least, according to some per-
sons—Tito, of Yugoslavia, has been able
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to get the Soviet Union to recognize his
independence from the Comintern.

Mr. President, I shall conclude by say-
ing that if there are any apologies to be
made, they are to be made by those who
are responsible for the foreign policy of
this country, those who only a few weeks
ago requested the Senate and the House
of Representatives not to tie the Presi-
dent’s hands,

I am rather surprised to find that the
main trouble the President has, again
and again, in connection with his foreign
policy is with his own party. Let me
say that it was not easy for me to rise
in the Senate and say—knowing that
it is an unpopular matter, knowing that
politics ean be played with it, knowing
that demogogery can be played with
it—that I am willing to trust the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of State, despite
the extent to which I have disagreed
with both of them; and, Mr. President,
believe me, my record of disagreement is
replete and clear. Despite the extent
to which I have disagreed with them, I
was not willing to substitute my opinion
regarding what should be done in this
instance for the opinion of the President
of the United States and the opinion of
the Secretary of State.

Therefore, I have no apologies to make,
If apologies are to be made, they will
have to be made by those who requested
faith in them. I thought that, at least,
inasmuch as the President was as sick
as he was, it might be good to give him
a little expression of faith. I am sorry
that many others did not share that
feeling with me.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will

the Senator from Minnesota yield for .

a correction?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Of
course, Mr, President; I am always will-
ing to yield for a correction.

Mr. McCARTHY. The Senator from
Minnesota said that I voted for aid to
Yugoslavia, last year. He is mistaken;
I opposed aid to Yugoslavia, last year.
I voted for the overall mutual aid bill.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. That
is correct.

Mr. McCARTHY. I did that despite
the fact that I thought it was unwise
for us to give aid to Yugoslavia. I voted
for the bill because of the aid we were
giving to some of our real allies.

Let me say that this year I will vote
against the entire mutual aid bill, so long
as it contains provision for aid to a Com-
munist country, even though I very
strongly feel that we should give aid to

‘our allies in the East—such as Formosa,

South Vietnam, South Korea, Pakistan,
and other countries.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Iap-
preeiate the point of view of the Senator
from Wisconsin.

Mr. McCARTHY., I feel very badly
that I have to vote against such aid; but
I cannot vote for a bill which will give
$95 million of aid to a Communist coun-
try.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Mr.
President, I am not happy about voting
for it, either; and I am not happy about
having aid go to some other countries
which, although they may not be Com-
munist, have in themselves every bit as
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much iniquity and evil as can be found
in Yugoslavia.

However, even though there are par-
tisan differences, yet there are times
when we reconcile our doubts—as I did
in the case of the treaty with Formosa,
and as I did in the case of our bases in
north Africa, Spain, and elsewhere.
After all, we have to have faith in some-
one.

‘We must have some faith, and I sug-
gest that it is running a little thin in
some parts of the political spectrum in
this country.

I now yield 5 minutes to the Senatfor
from New York.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I rise
in support of the amendment offered by
the senior Senafor from Illinois, as pro-
posed to be amended by the amendment
of the Senator from Minnesota. I am
proud to be a cosponsor of the amend-
ment.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield for one
point?

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. I
wonder if the Senator from Illinois
would be willing to accept the amend-
ment which has been offered by the
Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I accept the amend=
ment, and ask that my amendment be
modified accordingly.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Be-
fore the Senator accepts it finally, I
should like to ascertain from the Chair
if that would result in cutting off the
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr, HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Then
I shall postpone the request.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I withhold my ac-
ceptance, with the understanding that
at the appropriate time I will accept the
amendment.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, the
people whom we hope to help and en-
courage through the enactment of this
provision of the mutual security bill have
received many promises in the past.
But the implementation of those prom-
ises has been so sterile that they are
becoming inereasingly discouraged and
almost hopeless. They feel that we have
been making a great many promises, but
have been falling down in the perform-
ance of such promises.

During the 1952 campaign a glowing
prospect for liberation was held out to
the people of the enslaved countries by
the Republican Party. After the elec-
tion, those promises were completely
forgotten and discarded by the candi-
dates who had been elected to highest
office. It is not surprising that they
were abandoned. Obviously, they were
merely insincere campaign pledges.
Certainly no steps whatsoever have been
taken to carry them out.

Since that time—1952—in an ever-
growing degree, the feeling of disillu-
sionment in the countries which are cap-
tive behind the Iron Curtain has grown
to such an extent that today the people
living in those enslaved countries are
virtually hopeless.

The amendment which has been of-
fered by the Senator from Illinois makes
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no promises which are unattainable. It
holds out no prospects of achievement
that cannot be realized. It does not
urge revolt at this time. It does strongly
hold out hope. It does give assurance
to the enslaved people of the continued
interest and sympathy of the American
people, and of their intention to do
everything possible to maintain and
foster the spirit of liberty which we have
ever held to be the dearest possession
of any democratic nation. We pray
with all our hearts that the enjoyment
of liberty will soon again become an
achieved fact in the countries behind
the Iron Curtain and we intend to do
what we can to bring that happy day
about.

The enslaved countries who will be
affected by this amendment have large
populations. They have been freedom-
loving peoples for generations—in some
for centuries—although in many cases
they were unhappily deprived of their
liberties at different times. However,
the torch of liberty, the hope of freedom,
and the determination to attain freedom
and liberty again, even at the risk of
death, have never been extinguished.
They have always remained bright in
the face of the greatest and most
tragic discouragement. Lithuania, Lat-
via, Estonia, Poland, Czechoslovakia,
Rumania, Hungary, Albania, and others
were all countries which have fought
and made indescribable sacrifices for the
preservation of their liberty over gen-
erations, yet today they are enslaved
people, without any real hope of early
liberation. Their slender hope will ever
grow weaker unless it is encouraged by

their friends in the West and it must.

be encouraged not merely with words,
but with deeds.

I have known many of the leaders of
the captive countries. I worked closely
with many of them during the war years
from 1939 to 1945. I have since talked
with many of them who are today in
exile in this country, or abroad—with
some of them I have spoken only a few
days ago. Those with whom I have
spoken all agree that the inclusion of
this amendment in the mutual security
bill would provide a great source of en-
couragement to their people.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from New York has
expired.

Mr. LEHMAN. May I have 3 minutes
more?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Mr.
President, may I inquire how much time
is left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Minnesota has 7 minutes
remaining.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. I
yield 2 more minutes to the Senator from
New York.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I be-
lieve we would be losing a great oppor-
tunity if we did not include this amend-
ment in the bill. Something has hap-
pened recently which has not received
the attention and consideration of the
American people to the extent that I be-
lieve it should have.
early years after the war, Tito declared
his independence of Soviet domination.
I do not know why he did it. I do not

Years ago, in the .
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know what was in his mind, but he did
it, and he won his point. He remained
independent of complete Soviet domina=
tion.

In recent weeks Tito has again visited
Russia. He has been hailed anew as a
prodigal son, and given notable wel-
come and honors. He has been received
back into the arms of the Soviet Union,
which apparently has been willing to
recognize his right to declare his per-
sonal independence and the independ-
ence of his government and of his peo-
ple.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from New York has
again expired.

Mr, LEHMAN. Will the Senator from
Minnesota yield me 1 more minute?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. I
yield 1 more minute to the Senator from
New York.

Mr. LEHMAN. I am convinced that
what has happened in Russia in recent
weeks may be of the greatest encourage-
ment to the captive countries and to the
entire free world. I do not believe that
from this time on Russia will be able to
control the destinies and the actions and
policies of such countries in the man-
ner in which she has controlled them in
past years. I believe considerable en-
couragement has already been given to
the spirit of independence and liberty
in those countries, which will make them
far less amenable to the will of the
Soviet tyrant. I believe we would be
losing a great opportunity in our efforts
to bring freedom to the enslaved peoples
if we did not approve this amendment.

I pray that we will not reject that
opportunity. :

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
am prepared to yield back all time on
this side, and vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does

the Senator from Minnesota yield back .

his time?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Let
me say to the minority leader that we
are hoping to be able to agree upon a
draft which will be acceptable. While
the negotiations are in progress, I won-
der if the Senator from California would
yield me 5 minutes.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The
Senator will state it.

Mr. ENOWLAND. How much time
remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Minnesota has 2 minutes
remaining. The Senator from Cali-
fornia has 30 minutes.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield 5 minutes
to the Senator from Minnesota, in order
that the negotiations to which he re-
ferred may proceed.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. I
thank the Senator from California.

The Senator from Illinois is the main
author of the amendment, and it is my
understanding that some of the diffi-
cuty involved in connection with the
amendment, as it relates to some of our
colleagues, concerns the rather detailed
arrangement of the administration. I
understand the Senator from Illinois
may have a further modification to sug-
gest. Is that correct?

PRESIDING OFFICER. The
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Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct. Be-
cause of the parliamentary situation I
am forced to accept the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Minnesota to
strike the language from line 3 on page
3 to line 5 on page 4. I am ready to ac-
cept that amendment. In view of the
determined opposition from the other
side of the aisle and from the adminis-
tration, I would be ready to accept, in
default of getting nothing, a proper con-
cession by the minority leader and the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LoTT in the chair).
from Illinois accept the amendment of
the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I accep the amend-
ment, provided it does not exhaust my
time, so that another motion can be
made by the leadership.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator’s time has expired.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Therefore I have not
yet accepted the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield 2 minutes
to the Senator from Illinois, if he needs
some additional time.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I hope the time will
be utilized by the distinguished minority
leader and the distinguished chairman
of the committee in an effort to deter-
mine if they will accept as much of the
proposal as possible.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I shall be glad to
yield to the distinguished majority whip
for that purpose.

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I
would suggest that Senators consult a
copy of the amendment, and I should
like particularly to have the attention
of the Senator from California and the
distinguished chairman of the Foreign
Relations Committee.

I would propose that on page 1, line 8,
a period be inserted after the word “free-
dom”; that the remainder of that line
be stricken; that all of pages 2 and 3
be stricken; that the first 16 lines on
page 4 be stricken; that on page 4, line
17, subsection (f), lines 17 to 22, be
stricken, and there be inserted in lieu
thereof the following:

(b) (1) There shall be established in the
Trensury Depa.rtment a speclal fund which
shall be available without fiscal-year limita-
tion for financing the activities authorized
by paragraph (a). There is hereby author-
ized to be appropriated to such fund out
of the funds heretofore authorized not to
exceed the sum of $20 million,

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am deeply disap-
pointed that the opposition of the State
Department and of the administration
is so strong that apparently it is impos-
sible to have the Senate adopt the orig-
inal proposal. I believe that is a great
mistake. I am not blaming any of my
colleagues. In my informal contacts
on the floor, I find it is impossible, in view
of the opposition from the other side of
the aisle and from the administration,
to have the original proposal adopted.
Reluctantly, therefore, I will accept the
amendment, with the understanding that
a.}‘. a later date we will renew the strug-
gle.

Mr. ENOWLAND. If the distinguished
acting majority leader will look at page

Does the Senator
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5, I believe, in keeping with the action
which has already been taken, para-
graphs (g) and (h), which refer to the
matter which it is proposed to strike
out should also be stricken.

I\gr. CLEMENTS. The Senator is cor=
rect.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Ihave no authority
to speak for the Committee on Foreign
Relations. The distinguished chairman
of the committee is on the floor, and he
is the one who has authority to speak for
that committee. I will say that the lan-
guage suggested could Le taken to con-
ference, and perhaps in conference there
might be a further modification made.
Certainly the language would remove the
major objection, that the amendment
would create a separate board which
would conflict with the responsible heads
of the State Department.

I am highly sympathetic with the ob-
jective of the proposal. I believe the
Senator from Illinois will agree that
there have been a number of us on both
sides of the aisle who, like himself, have
been vitally interested in the people who
find themselves enslaved behind the Iron
Curtain.

I certainly believe it is important that
we hold out to them the hope of free-
dom, and I am convinced that ultimately
they will again be free.

Mr. CLEMENTS. It was only in the
hope that something might be done in
this field and that something might be
accomplished along this line that I of-
fered the suggestion. I did not know
whether it would be acceptable to the
Committee on Foreign Relations. It
appeared to me that it offered more hope
than anything else which has been sug-
gested in the past.

Mr. DOUGLAS. In view of the oppo-
sition of the State Department and of
the administration and the opposition
of those under the influence of the State
Department, I am reluctantly compelled
to accept the proposal which has been
transmitted by our friend, the majority
whip. I will say that frequently the term
“take it to conference” means that a
proposal is taken to conference and that
it ends there. It is similar to the way
Richard III took the two young princes
into the Tower of London and then
strangled them with his own hands. I
commend this child to the conferees, in
the hope that it may be treated better
than were the two young princes in the
Tower of London. Let not the State De-
partment or the administration strangle
this child in the dark inner recesses of
the conference room.

Mr. CLEMENTS. Do I understand
correctly that the Senator from Illinois
is willing to modify his amendment ac-
cordingly?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Iwill acceptit. T will
not modify it with my own lips. I will
accept the modification reluctantly.

My own lips will not pronounce that
modification.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Utah will state it.

Mr. BENNETT. May an amendment
be modified by anyone but the Senator
who offers the amendment?
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Mr. DOUGLAS. I will accept the
modification.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair states that the amendment may
be amended, but not modified by an-
other Senator.

Mr, DOUGLAS. I accept the amend-
ment.

Mr. CLEMENTS. The Senator from
Illinois accepts it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the Senator from Illinois, as modified.

Mr., KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
am prepared to yield back the remain-
der of my time,

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Cali-
fornia yield?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Mr,
President, I wish to thank the Senator
from California for his splendid cooper-
ation,

Mr.
Senator.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of our time.

Mr. CLEMENTS. I yield back the re-
mainder of our time, also, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment having been yielded
back, the question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. Dovucrasl, as modified, to
the committee amendment.

The amendment, as modified, to the
committee amendment was agreed to.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I
offer the amendment which I send to
the desk and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendment offered
by the Senator from Wisconsin.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 38, be-
tween lines 18 and 19, it is proposed to
insert the following:

(e) Add the following new section:

“Sec. 515. Suspension of aid to countries
shipping strategic materials to the Soviet
bloc: Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, in any case In which any foreign
country exports or knowingly permits the
exportation, to the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics or any of its satellite countries
(including Communist China, Communist
North Korea and Communist North Indo-
china), of articles or commodities, shipment
of which to the Soviet bloc is embargoed, or
would be refused export licenses, by the
United States in the interest of national
security, no assistance under this act or
under any other act providing financial as-
sistance to foreign countries shall be fur-
nished to such country during the 12-month
period following the date of such exporta-
tion, or the date on which knowledge thereof
is received by the officer or agency admin-

istering such assistance, whichever date is
later.,”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the amendment offered by
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr., Mc-
CarTHY] to the committee amendment.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Wisconsin yield?

Mr. McCARTHY. 1 yield.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I take it that the
Senator's amendment is different from
his amendment identified as *6-28-
56—B."”

Mr. McCARTHY. That is correct.

KNOWLAND. I thank the
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Mr. President, I ask that the yeas and
nays be ordered on my amendment,

Mr., KNOWLAND. Mr. President, we
have not yet had an explanction of the
Senator's amendment. After we have
had an opportunity to hear his expla-
nation of the amendment, the Senator
can then ask for the yeas and nays.
Otherwise, if he wanted to modify his
own amendment, he might find himself
foreclosed from doing so.

Mr. McCARTHY. I may say to the
distinguished minority leader that I do
not have an extra copy of my amend-
ment here, but I shall send to my office
immediately and get some.

Mr. President, before commencing a
discussion of the amendment which was
just read by the clerk, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the RECORD
a statement concerning the amendment
which I submitted the other day.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRD, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MCCARTHY

We are all, of course, extremely happy
about the release of the 15 American airmen
who were held prisoner by the Chinese Com-
munists. Unfortunately, however, the im-
pression has grown that the prisoner of
war situation in China is a closed account.
The public has been led to believe that,
while there may be some American civil=
ians in China, all of our EKorean prisoners
of war have been released. This is entirely
untrue.

Last spring the Senate Subcommittee on
Investigations reported that there were 481
servicemen who are known to have been
alive and in Chinese prison camps and still
unaccounted for. Last month Defense and
State Department officials set the current
figure at 450,

As we all know, the Chinese Communists
were obliged, under the Korean armistice
agreement, to release all prisoners of war as
of September 1953. Nearly 3 years have now
elapsed and the Communists have still
failed to keep their word with respect to
450 American men.

During last year's hearings, the Senate
Subcommittee on Investigations learned
from top State and Defense Department of-
ficlals that our Government had done noth=-
ing toward obtaining the release of the
prisoners beyond requesting tne United
Nations, through its Secretary General, to
make representations to Peiping. Since that
time, we know that our Ambassador to
Czechoslovakia, Mr. Alexis Johnson, has been
conducting negotiations with the Chinese
in Geneva, and that as a result, 15 uni-
formed men have been freed. Beyond this,
however, we know only that the balance are
being held in Communist prisons or are
dead.

Perhaps our Government is making efforts
to release the remaining 450 prisoners.
Perhaps our Government is still doing noth-
ing. But if efforts are being made, they
have produced no results. There are still
450 American men in Communist prison
camps. How much brainwashing and bru-
tality they are subjected to, we, of course,
do not know. I believe that, under the cir-
cumstances, Congress has no alternative but
to take the matter into its own hands.

I believe Congress must now do what I
have urged it to do for the past 2 years—
namely, cut off aid to any foreign country
that trades with Communist China while
Americans are being held prisoner in China.
The Chinese need Western trade and they
are getting plenty of it now, especially with
the British. If this trade should be halted,
I think there is a good chance that the
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Communists will release the prisoners. If
they fail to do so, we will then have to take
sterner measures.

I do not believe that any Member of the
Congress or of the executive branch feels
easy with himself knowing that our Gov-
ernment has abandoned its fighting men.
How can we justify ourselves in appropriat-
ing for foreign countries a billion dollars
here and a billion there, supposedly for the
purpose of fighting world communism, when
we neglect to lift a finger to protect our
fighting men—when we make no attempt to
free those American men who have under-
gone a loss of personal liberty, all in the
service of their country.

Moral cowardice is one of the explanations
of the sad state of world affairs, It is one
of the reasons other nations do not keep
their agreements with us. They don’t have
to. They can get away with deceit, treachery,
and broken promises. They can insult us
and then thumb their noses. What respect
can you have, after all, for a nation that
abandons its fighting men after a war is
over? The world must know that when an
American soldier goes overseas, he is backed
by the entire strength and power of the
United States of America.

Those 450 servicemen now languishing in
Communist prisons have served their coun-
try well. They have done their duty as
patriotic Americans. I am a believer in the
perhaps antiquated notion that the Nation
owes the same duty to the soldier that the
soldier owes to the Nation.

For that reason, I have offered an amend-
ment which provides that we cut off all aid
to any nation which is shipping goods to
Communist China while it holds American
prisoners.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, Ibe-
lieve that the amendment that I am
introducing this afternoon is an ahso-
lute must for this year's foreign aid bill
in the light of the recent investigation
of East-West trade by the Senate
Subcommittee on Investigations. My
amendment provides that no foreign aid
funds be made available to any nation
that ships strategic war materials to the
Soviet bloc.

The East-West trade investigation,
which began 3 years ago under my
chairmanship and has been continued
under the chairmanship of the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN] re-
vealed that one of the reasons the Com-
munists are moving ahead of us in the
arms race is that the free world is lend-
ing a helping hand. Our investigation
showed, to be perfectly blunt about it,
that American taxpayers are subsidizing
the construction of the Communist war
machine.

The proof for this charge is very easy
to state: countries, such as Great Brit-
ain, which have been helped by hillions
of dollars of American aid, have been
selling highly strategic war materials to
the Soviet Union—materials that are
indispensable for the production of the
modern weapons of war.

Moreover, our allies are engaging in
this strategic war trade with the express
permission of the Government of the
United States.

Our committee has discovered that in
the summer of 1954, our Government
made a secret trade agreement with our
allies. This secret agreement—which
was made at the behest of the British—
permitted our allies to ship to the Soviet
Union approximately 200 highly stra-
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tegic items that had previously been un-
der strict embargo.

Here are some of the items—machine
tools and metals—that were taken off
the embargo in 1954:

Horizontal boring machines: These
machines, which cost up to half a mil-
lion dollars apiece, are used to make
tanks, aireraft and atomic reactors for
Nautilus-class submarines.

Precision boring mills, which are used
in making radar control mechanisms,
engines for jet airplanes, and guided
missile components.

Vertical boring mills: These machines
are used for making jet engines, guided
missiles, turbines, and aircraft arma-
ment.

Mr. President, I may say that this is
all a matter of sworn testimony.

Hydraulic and mechanical presses,
which are used for making aircraft parts
and ammunition shell casings.

Dynamic balancing machines: These
machines are used for guided missile
engines, gyros and radar control mecha-
nisms.

Surface grinding machines, which are
used in making jet engines, guided mis-
siles and radar.

Copper wire, which is indispensable in
making engines for jet hombers.

While we are on the subject of copper,
let me illustrate how American tax dol-
lars end up paying for weapons that are
designed to destroy us. The committee
learned that the American Government
is finaneing British copper mining oper-
ations in Rhodesia. Thus, with the ben-
efit of direct American aid, the British
take the copper out of the ground in
Rhodesia, send it to Britain where it is
processed into highly strategic copper
wire, and then sell it at a British profit
to the Communists. Over the past 2
yvears, Great Britain, along with other
countries receiving American aid,
shipped over 250 million pounds of cop-
per wire to the Soviet Union. Is it any
wonder that the Russians are turning
out vast numbers of jet bombers when
our allies give them the materials that
are indispensable for building those
bombers?

But this is not all. Our allies are also
sending the Communists aluminum,
magnesium, and nickel alloys. These are
some of the most strategic materials im-
aginable. And the list goes on and on.
There are, as I said before, approxi-
mately 200 strategic items that have been
decontrolled. Let me give just one more
example, perhaps the most shocking of
all. Our so-called allies—countries
that live off the American taxpayer—
are shipping to the Communists power
generators up to 60,000 kilowatts. These
generators make fissionable material for
atom and hydrogen hombs.

When we permit our allies to ship
strategic materials to the Soviet Union,
we give far greater benefits to the Com-
munists than if we sold them actual
weapons of war. If we sent them am-
munition, the ammunition could be shot
back at us only once. But when we send
them machine tools and strategic metals
we give the Communists the means to
make destructive weapons over and over
again.
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It was brought out at our hearings that
the Communists need only to buy one of
these machine tools—say, the half a mil-
lion dollar horizontal boring mill—and,
by imitating that model, can make
dozens more for factories. all over the
Soviet Union. If the free world pos-
sesses one decisively superior weapon, it
is our peerless industrial know-how.
That weapon we are now handing to the
Communists on a silver platter.

I contend that it is hopeless idiocy for
the United States, on the one hand, to
subsidize a foreign-aid program designed
to fight world communism, and on the
other, to permit countries receiving that
aid to help build the Communist war
machine.

How did this incredible situation come
about?

The Battle Act of 1951 provided that
no nation that shipped strategic mate-
rials to the Soviet bloc should receive
American aid. However, the Battle Act
was circumvented in 1954 by the then
Battle Act Administrator, Mr. Harold E.
Stassen. Mr. Stassen bypassed the pro-
visions of the act by deciding arbitrarily
that certain highly strategic materials,
such as those I have mentioned, were not
in fact “strategic” for the purposes of
allied trade with the Communists.

There is, however, a curious aspect of
the 1954 decontrol decision: it applied
only to allied exporters. American ex-
porters were denied the opportunity to
share in the handsome profits from the
Communist trade. The materials I have
mentioned are still embargoed as regards
American trade with the Soviet bloe.
Such materials are considered “non-
strategic” for purposes of allied trade.
But for purposes of American export,
they are considered highly strategic.

My amendment seeks to eliminate this
senseless distinction. It aims to prevent
our so-called allies from shipping to the
Soviet bloc materials that we consider
so strategic as to make American ship-
ment of them to the Communists a
threat to our national security. The
amendment provides that no nation that
ships strategic materials to the Com-
munists shall receive any of the funds
authorized by this act for a period of 12
months following the date that Ameri-
can officials responsible for administer-
ing our aid program receive knowledge
of such a shipment.

This is surely a place where Congress
must step in and correct the unwise
policies of the executive branch. The
loophole in the Battle Act, which has
been so cynically exploited by certain
appeasement-minded officials in the
bureaucracy, must be closed by Con-
gress,

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on my amendment.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

Mr. McCARTHY. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time taken by the quorum call will be
charged to the time of the Senator from
Wisconsin.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, in
view of the fact that I am asking for
the yeas and nays on my amendment,
I ask unanimous consent that the time
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for the quorum call not be charged to
my time on the amendment.

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Wisconsin request the
yeas and nays again?

Mr. McCARTHY. Yes. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask for the yeas and nays on my
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Wisconsin ask unani-
mous consent that the yeas and nays
be ordered on his amendment?

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the yeas and
nays be ordered on my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection? The Chair hears none,
and the yeas and nays are ordered on
the amendment of the Senator from
Wisconsin.

Does the opposition desire to use any
time?

Mr. McCARTHY. If the opposition
does not desire to use time, I will yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from California withhold
his suggestion of the absence of a
quorum?

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes.

Mr. CLEMENTS. Is there not some
Senator on the side of the aisle where
the Senator from California sits, who
would like to use some time at present?

Mr. ENOWLAND. There may be
when we have secured a larger attend-
ance of Senators.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the time taken by quorum
call being charged to neither side? The
Chair hears none, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the guorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the
amendment which is now before the Sen-
ate is the one offered today by the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. McCARTHY1. He had previously
offered an amendment, which was print-
ed. This amendment, however, slightly
changes the concept, though materially
it covers the same subject.

For the benefit of Senators who were
not present when the amendment was
read, I think it should be read at this
time. The amendment is as follows:

On page 38, between lines 18 and 19, in-
sert the following:

“(e) Add the following new section:

“'Sgc. 515. Suspension of aid to countries
shipping strategic materials to the Soviet
bloc: Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, in any case in which any foreign
country exports or knowingly permits the
exportation, to the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics or any of its satellite countries

(including Communist China, Communist
North Eorea and Communist North Indo-
china), of articles or commodities, shipment
of which to the Soviet bloc is embargoed, or
would be refused export licenses, by the
United States in the interest of national se-
curity, no assistance under this act or under
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any other act providing financial assistance
to foreign countries shall be furnished to
such country during the 12-month period
following the date of such exportation, or
the date on which knowledge thereof is re-
ceived by the officer or agency administering
such assistance, whichever date is later,”

Mr. President, I fully recognize that
the distinguished Senator from Wiscon-
sin has long been concerned with the
menace of international communism,
and is seeking to meet a problem which
does exist in the world today. I would
be less than frank if I did not say to the
Senate that I have not been satisfied with
the attitude of some of our allies and as-
sociates who have joined with us in the
collective-security system for the preser-
vation of a free world of freemen, and
some of those with whom we have dealt
with and helped abundantly to rehabili-
tate themselves from war damage, inso-
far as they have permitted shipment of
materials to the Soviet bloe and the sat-
ellite states associated with the Soviet
Union.

But, Mr. President, I question very
much, as a matter of good legislation,
whether the amendment, with all its
complexities, and without an adequate
chance to have it examined by the proper
committee of the Senate, is the way of
meeting the problem. I frankly do not
know what all the ultimate repercus-
sions of the amendment might be. I
recognize that the Battle Act has some
loopholes in it. I think it is entirely
possible that the Congress, in its judg-
ment, may want to strengthen the pro-
visions of the Battle Act.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr.
will the Senator yield?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. McCARTHY. I may say to the
very able Senator from California—and
that term is not used lightly when I use
it in reference to the Senator from Cali-
fornia—that my amendment is very
simple. It merely provides that if the
United States embargoes certain mate-
rials and refuses export licenses for ma-
terials which it considers to be of a stra-
tegic character, the same rule shall be
applied to our allies whom we are sub-
sidizing. In other words, if an Ameri-
can merchant cannot ship machine tools
to Russia, my amendment provides that
a British merchant cannot ship machine
tools to Russia while Britain is getting
our aid. If they are not receiving our
aid, they can do it. They can choose
between the two. They can say, “We
will ship war materials to Russia, with-
out receiving American aid,” or they can
say, “We will not ship strategic war ma-
terials, and get American aid.”

All I say is that we should apply the
same rule to our allies as we apply to
the United States. I think that is rea-
sonable. It is pretty hard to get around
the reasonableness of it.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I think I under-
stand the purpose of the distinguished
Senator, but I believe we face a problem
when it comes to dealing with sovereign
nations with which we are associated.
We have laid down certain criteria in
the Battle Act. Personally, I think per-
haps we have been too lenient in some
cases, under some of the provisions of
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the act, with respect to what might be
shipped to certain countries. At any
rate, it is done under a statute which wvas
enacted by the Congress. Perhaps we
may have given too much discretion to
the President. That is entirely possible.

Perhaps we might be justified, as a
matter of policy, in narrowing that field
of discretion. But I submit we are be-
ginning to trespass on what is dangerous
ground when we say somewhat arbi-
trarily, perhaps, to a sovereign nation
with whom we are affiliated in the free
world that she must follow exactly the
same list, not as arrived at by negotia-
tion, but as adopted by the American
Congress, regardless of whether it was
in accord with the legislative intent of
the British Parliament or French Parlia-
ment or of other nations associated with
us—we would tell them that with regard
to this question they would have to take
our “ticket.”

As I said at the beginning, I would be
less than frank if I did not say that in
times past, under the last administra-
tion, and under this administration, we
perhaps have not bargained hard
enough with our allies to get them to
tighten wup their lists. Perhaps we
should get them to do that. I hope the
present administration, indeed any ad-
ministration, will follow through to see
that strategic materials of the type the
Senator has mentioned do not go to the
Soviet bloc. At the same time, I believe
there has been a case made that articles
which may appear on the Battle Act list
may not be considered by other countries
to be strategic, or at least for them
they received in return materials which
were equally as strategic or more stra-
tegic. In that event there may be room
for President Eisenhower or any other
President of the United States to have
discretion in the matter. That is the
only point I make to the Senator today.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from California yield?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. McCARTHY. Let me say that I
have not been blaming the President in
this matter. For example, when Mr.
Stassen—who had the power to do so—
revised the Battle Act list, he submitted
a report to the Congress, and I assume
he submitted the same report to the
President. The McClellan committee,
which I think has been doing an out-
standing job on this matter, developed
the fact that the report was completely
false, That being true, the President
could not be held responsible for it.

For example, the report—and all this
is a matter of record—stated, first, that
we were still maintaining an embargo
on the shipment of copper. However, we
found that 250 million pounds of copper
wire used largely for the production of
jet planes, were shipped from American
mines to Communist Russia, and the
transaction was financed by American
money. The same is true in the case
of railroad tracks, trucks, and other
equipment. The committee developed
those facts. Many other materials were
shipped to Communist Russia; and those
materials included aluminum and ma-
chine tools—including horizontal and
vertical presses—which are used to pro-
duce such things as airplane wings.
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Mr. KNOWLAND. Let me say that, of
course, the Senator from Wisconsin sat
in on some of the hearings. All I know
is that if a member of my staff gave me

a false official report, he would not be

a member of my staff 10 minutes there-
after. If an administration official gave
me a false report, if I had my way he
would no longer retain his job in con-
ducting the affairs of the Government.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes of the time available to
me to the Senator from California so
that I may ask him another question,

Mr. KNOWLAND, Very well.

Mr. McCARTHY. I should like to
point out to the able Senator from Cali-
fornia that before the Appropriations
Committee we were talking to the man
who administers our foreign aid. He is
the successor to Harold Stassen. He
seems to be a very nice fellow; and he
makes the decisions, in large part. I
asked him about the shipment to Com-
munist countries of horizontal and ver-
fical drill presses, which perhaps weigh
up to 100 tons, and cost up to half a
million dollars. I asked him whether he
thought it was a great mistake to send
those presses to countries which are
Communist. Does the Senator from
California know what the witness an-
swered? He held his hands about 12
inches apart, and then asked, “What can
little presses like that do to help any
Communist country?”

The reports which have been submit-
ted are completely inadequate. I should
like to ask whether the Senator from
California agrees with me that it is a
serious mistake for us, who control the
pursestrings, indirectly to build up the
Communist machine—which is what we
do when we appropriate funds to be given
to countries which are sending to Com-
munist Russia all the machine tools and
other equipment that is necessary for
the building up of a war machine. I wish
the Senator from California would give
some thought to that point.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I have given the
matter a considerable amount of
thought.

Mr. McCARTHY. Of course I realize
that; I meant to say that I wish the
Senator from California would give addi-
tional thought to it.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I can say to the
Senator from Wisconsin that I am not
in favor of building up by one iota the
war potential of the Communist world.
I do not have confidence that the smiles
cf Khrushchev and Bulganin indicate
any long-term change in their strategy.
I think their strategy for the destruction
of human freedom is the same as was the
Communist strategy under Stalin and
Lenin. I think Khrushchev and Bul-
ganin are temporarily zigging, instead of
zagging ; I think a game of musical chairs
for power may be going on in the Krem-
lin. But, inasmuch as Beria dropped out,
after someone pulled the chair from un-
der him, it may likewise be that someone
will pull the chair from under Khrush-
chev and then he will find that he has no
place to put himself. Nevertheless, in
Communist Russia the dictatorship con-
tinues and the policy continues; and I
sce no indication—regardless of the be-
liefs which may be held elsewhere—that
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the Communist tiger has now become a

milkfed pussy cat.

THE WHERRY-MALONE JOINT RESOLUTION—
PREVENT FINANCING EUROPE'S TRADE WITH
COMMUNIST COUNTRIES VERSUS THE BATTLE
ACT
Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the

Senator from California yield to me?
Mr. ENOWLAND. 1 yield.

Mr. MALONE. Let me say to the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Califor-
nia that around 1949 or 1950 or 1951,
when the Senate was debating billions
of dollars of foreign aid for European
and other countries, the Wherry-Ma-~
lone joint resolution was passed pro-
hibiting such aid to any country trading
with Communist countries. Does the
Senator from California remember that
resolution?

Mr, ENOWLAND. I do.

Mr. MALONE. Immediately after
that measure—the Wherry-Malone joint
resolution—was passed, the administra-
tion rushed in with the so-called Battle
Act which the State Department main-
tained, through a flood of propaganda,
was designed to stop aid to such nations
trading with foreign countries.

Mr. President, what the Battle Act
actually did was to repeal the Wherry-
Malone joint resolution to again permit
our own taxpayers’ money to be paid to
foreign countries that were trading and
aiding Communist countries,

Whereas the Wherry-Malone joint
resolution prohibited such payments
giving such countries a choice between
receiving aid from us and trading with
Communist nations, the Battle Act en-
couraged foreign aid payments to coun-
tries trading with Communist nations
purporting to leave the decision to the
President. The American people were
told through a great flood of propaganda
that the Battle Act would stop such pay-
ments to countries trading with Commu-
nist nations—whereas, as a matter of
fact, the Battle Act immediately re-
pealed the Wherry-Malone resolution
and encouraged such payments and
trade.

Mr. KNOWLAND. That was under
the Truman administration.

Mr. MALONE. Yes; but I am discuss-
ing the matter now, because it is still
the principle that counts and it is
worse for us to allow payments of tax-
payers’ money to countries trading with
the Communists because we should
know bhetter.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I merely wished
to establish the sequence of events.

Mr. MALONE. I realize that.

NATION HAD TO CHOOSE

Inasmuch as the Senator from Cali-
fornia remembers the incident, let me
point out that under the Wherry-Malone
resolution, a nation had to choose be-
tween receiving aid from the United
States and trading with Communist na-
tions. But immediately the Wherry-
Malone joint resolution passed, the Bat-
tle Act—which was publicized as one
which would stop trading with Com-
munist nations without mentioning that
it was already stopped—and actually
encouraged such trading to continue;
and, as everyone knows, it has continued
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from that date to the present time—and
is now on the increase.

Last year, I spent 2% months behind
the Iron Curtain; and there it was pos-
sible to see the American-made ma-
chinery, including lathes, drill presses,
machine tools and industrial equipment.
Therefore, we see that the Battle Act, as.
it has been administered, does not pre-
vent our taxpayers’ money from going
to countries trading with Communist na-
tions.

Mr, President, let me say that I shall
vote for the pending amendment because
it will again retard the payment of
money. of the taxpayers of the United
States to European or Asiatic nations
which engage in trade with Communist
nations.

WORLDWIDE SOCTIALIST SCHEME

I want to remind the senior Senator
from California that I have always op-
posed the division of the American tax-
payers cash and markets with the na-
tions of the world—both constitute a
grandiose world Socialist scheme of di-
vision of our wealth with the foreign
countries of the world.

The 1934 Trade Agreements Act was
the beginning of a scheme to substitute
foreign cheap labor goods for American-
made products thus depriving American
investors and workingmen of the Amer-
ican market.

Mr. EKNOWLAND, Mr. President, let
me say that certainly the Senator from
Nevada has been consistent in his posi-
tion regarding that matter; and I respect
him for his position and his opinions,
which he has held for some time.

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate that statement by the senior
Senator from California.

Let me say that in my opinion it is

utterly idiotic to use the American tax-
payers’ money to build up competition
by foreign-produced goods with goods
being produced in the United States—
which, of course, is what was done under
the first Marshall plan in 1948. Under
such a procedure, our American mar-
kets are dominated by foreign cheap-
labor goods—and our wealth is divided
through cash outlays.
" I shall not go into detail regarding
that matter at this time. But I arose
to remind this body that through the
Wherry-Malone amendment we did
make it impossible for American finan-
cial aid to be paid to countries which
were engaging in trade with Communist
countries; and as a result of the Wherry-
Malone resolution, foreign countries had
to choose between receiving aid from
the United States or trading with such
areas.

But then the Battle Act was proposed
and passed as already described, on the
basis of the misrepresentation to the
American people that it would prevent
such trade.

However, instead of preventing such
trade it is now amply demonstrated what
we knew would happen, that such trade
has been continually on the increase.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I thank the Sena-
tor from Nevada for his remarks.

At any rate, Mr. President, I think the
amendment will have more farreaching
consequences than any Member of the
Senate can predict at the present time.
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I think it may interrupt a good deal of
trade which it would be wise to interrupt,
although I fully agree with the Senator
from Wisconsin that shipments of verti-
cal and horizontal drill presses and bor-
ing machines and copper wire were in-
excusable; and if the executive branch
of the Government has not made pro-
tests against shipments of that sort, I
think it obvious that the strongest pos-
sible protests regarding such shipments
of strategic materials should have been
made, and should have been followed up,
by the executive branch of the Govern-
ment of the United States. Despite that
fact, I think the Senator’s amendment
is too far-reaching, and for that reason,
at least, I cannot support it.

Mr. President, I yield 3 minutes to the
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. SuiTu].

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
President, I am troubled by certain fea-
tures of the amendment offered by the
Senator from Wisconsin, although I find
myself in sympathy with what he is
driving at. We would all be most re-
luctant to do anything to aid Red China.
The amendment of the Senator from
Wisconsin provides that in any case in
which any foreign country exports to
the Soviet Union or any of its satellites,
including Communist China, North Ko-
rea, and Communist North Indochina,
articles the shipment of which to the
Soviet Union is embargoed by the United
States, no assistance may be furnished
to such country under this act. My
feelings toward Communist China are
well known. Our regulations definitely
embargo anything going to Communist
China. We forbid the shipment of any
item to Communist China.

The amendment of the Senator from
Wisconsin would have the effect of for-
bidding any country from receiving our
aid if it shipped anything—even baby
powder—to Communist China. That
means that we might as well give up our
entire aid program.

Mr. McCARTHY. I think the Sena-
tor has misread the amendment. It
provides for discontinuance of aid if a
country ships any material which is em-
bargoed by the United States. In other
words, I would apply the same rule to
our allies that we apply to our own mer-
chants.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. We em-
bargo everything to Communist China,
We do not ship anything to Communist
China.

Mr. McCARTHY. We do not ship to
Communist China. However, we do
ship some materials to the satellite
nations.

Mr, SMITH of New Jersey. That is
true. Anything that is shipped to Com-
munist China by any of the countries
receiving our assistance would be cov-
ered. They could not ship anything to
Communist China,

Mr. McCARTHY. I have an amend-
ment in regard to Communist China,
which provides that so long as they hold
American prisoners——

Mr, SMITH of New Jersey. That is
a different subject.

Mr. McCARTHY. No aid can be
given by us to anyone who ships any-
thing to Communist China. According
to the testimony before the investigating

CII—T14

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

committee, the Chinese Reds still have
450 of our uniformed men as prisoners.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I am
aware of that, and we are terribly
troubled by that situation. But we are
discussing the particular amendment of
the Senator from Wisconsin, which pro-
vides that if any country ships anything
to Communist China, aid will be cut off.

Mr. McCARTHY. That is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from New Jersey
has expired.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I will yield 3 ad-
ditional minutes to the Senator from
New Jersey.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I
took some of the time of the Senator
from New Jersey. I shall be glad to yield
him time.

- Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Let me
say a word about the Battle Act to try to
clarify our thinking.

The Battle Act is designed to allow
trade with the Soviet Union in those
cases where trade helps our allies more
than it helps the Soviet Union. If one
of our allies ships a small amount of
goods to the Soviet Union—not a ship-
ment of arms but a shipment of some-
thing which is regarded as strategic
under the Battle Act—and if that coun-
try gets back something from the Soviet
bloc of higher strategic value such as
manganese or other valuable minerals
it is the policy of the Battle Act that the
President shculd be permitted to weigh
the relative advantages to the free world
of such trade and to cut off aid if the
net advantage is to the Soviet bloc.

East-West trade controls depend on
cooperation of our allies. Without such
cooperation there can be no effective
controls. If the President has no dis-
cretion to negotiate with our allies on
such controls there will be no controls.
This amendment would undoubtedly re-
sult in a great deal less effective East-
West trade control than we have under
the present Battle Act.

This amendment would result in less
effective East-West trade control than
we have under the present Battle Act.
As I said before, if we forbid anything
going to Communist China, it means that
under the Senator’s amendment every
one of our allies with which we are now
dealing will be cut off, and we might as
well not have any Mutual Security Act
at all. So I feel that I must oppose the
amendment, although I am entirely in
sympathy with what the Senator from
Wisconsin is driving at. We must pro-
tect ourselves from the building up of
Communist China while she is in her
present frame of mind, and we must
prevent strategic war materials from
getting into certain areas.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I
yield myself 3 minutes.

I should like to say one thing in con-
nection with the statement by the Sen-
ator from California [Mr. KNowLAND].
The last time he and I differed on the
floor of the Senate I read in the news-
papers the next day that he and I had
a fight. I wish to make it clear that
there is no Senator whom I admire more
than I do the Senator from California.
While I differ with him vigorously, I
think he is cne of our most outstanding
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Senators, and I hope no one will refer to
this difference as a fight.

Let me say to the able Senator from
New Jersey that my amendment would
prevent any of our allies from shipping
to Communist China any material which
we think our merchants are not entitled
to ship to China. It would merely lay
down the same rule for the people who
are subsidized and supported by us as
we lay down for our merchants in the
United States. If it is sound for us to
follow that rule, I maintain that it is
sound for us not to support a nation
which ships what we call strategic mate-
rials to Communist countries.

While the able Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. McCLELLAN] was conducting an in-
vestigation into the shipment of mate-
rials to China, the Secretary of Defense
wrote a letter stating that any material
shipped to Communist China, regardless
of what it was, increased her war poten-
tial. I do not think we should be indi-
rectly helping Red China, while she is
holding 450 of our uniformed men. That
is a subject on which I feel very strongly.

There was a time when every uni-
formed man who was sent overseas from
the United States carried all the prestige
and power of this country on his shoul-
ders. Now we not only abandon them,
but we indirectly support the economy
and the military might of the country
which is holding them prisoner.

When the Senator from New Jersey
says that this amendment would prevent
the shipment of anything to Red China,
he is correct. As to the other satellite
countries, I would apply only the rules
which apply to ourselves. For example,
we are shipping a great amount of goods
to Yugoslavia. I would not prevent our
allies from shipping the same type of
material there; but when we say that
something is a strategic war material,
we should not indirectly furnish it to
our potential enemies,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Wisconsin has
expired.

Mr, McCARTHY. I will yield 1 more
minute to myself. I am completely in
sympathy with, and wholeheartedly ap-
prove some of the things which would
be accomplished by the mutual aid bill—
for example, military aid to Formosa.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. That
might be cut off, under the Senator's
amendment.

Mr. McCARTHY. I favor aid to Pak-
istan and South Vietnam. If we con-
tinue to give aid to Yugoslavia, when
Yugoslavia says it favors Leninism—
which, as the Senator knows, would
mean the destruction of the United
States and Great Britain by violent rev-
olution—and if we continue to give aid
to allies who are shipping war materials
to the Communist bloe, I cannot con-
ceivably, in good conscience, vote for the
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Wisconsin has
expired.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.
ident——

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I
took some of the Senator’s time. If he
would like additional time, I will yield
to him.

Mr. Pres-
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Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.
Senator yield 2 minutes to me?

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield 2 minutes to
the Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. The Sen-
ator spoke of strategic materials. The
United States embargoes the shipment
of everything to Red China. The Sena-
tor's amendment provides that if any
other country sends anything in there
which we have embargoed, there will be
no aid. That means that we might be
forced to cut off aid to Korea, Formosa,
and Vietnarmn. We would have to cut
off aid all over the world.

Mr. McCARTHY. Oh, no.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Has the
Senator examined the situation?

Mr. McCARTHY. We are talking
about aid to Communist countries, not
aid to South Korea, Vietnam, and For-
mosa. The amendment provides that
when subsidized countries ship to Com-~
munist countries goods which we have
embargoed, so far as America is con-
cerned, they will not receive American
dollars. The amendment has nothing
to do with shipments to South Korea,
Vietnam, Pakistan, or Formosa.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. It would
affect any country where anything may
be getting through to Communist China,
as I understand. )

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield me a few minutes?

Mr. McCARTHY. Certainly. How
much time does the Senator wish? How
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wisconsin has 9 minutes
remaining.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I will need only a
few minutes.

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I shall probably
not need all of it. While I have not had
an opportunity to study thoroughly the
amendment, but only to glance at it,
from a technical aspect, and therefore
I am not quite sure just what the amend-
ment would do, I know that the adop-
tion of the amendment would clearly
indicate the sentiment of the Senate,
that we are opposed to the inconsistent
position we are in today of providing
troops and military aid to countries
which are our allies, but who in turn are
aiding the enemy by selling and shipping
to the enemy strategic materials which
are essential to the enemy’s war effort
and the enemy’s objective of world con-
quest. It is an inconsistent position in
which we find ourselves. If the amend-
ment- is adopted, the conferees can do
the technical work which may be nec-
essary to be done. However, a vote for
it now and the adoption of the amend-
ment will serve notice that the elected
representatives of the people of this
country are tired of this duplicity, and
want to put an end to it.

I cannot conceive that we owe any
obligation of aid, either economic or
military, to any country which engages
in the sale of war material or the essen-
tials which are required in the building
of a war machine against the very na-
tions we are endeavoring to fortify to
resist the enemy. Ihope the amendment
will be adopted.

Will the
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Mr. NEUBERGER. Mryr. President,
may I ask some questions for informa-
tion about this proposal?

Mr. McCARTHY. Certainly.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Perhaps early in
the debate the question I am about to
ask was answered. If so, I still hope the
Senator will enlighten me. Is there a
list in existence or any record or infor-
mation as to the countries which are
receiving aid under the mutual security
program from the United States that
are shipping to Communist China mate-
rials which are classified as strategic
materials?

Mr. McCARTHY. I would not say
that there is in existence any detailed
list, except that the Commerce Depart-
ment and the State Department appar-
ently have information which we have
difficulty getting from them. The Mec-
Clellan subcommittee has had difficulty
in trying to get that information. How-
ever, it was freely admitted that they
knew what was being shipped.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield at that point?

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield.

Mr. McCLELLAN. There is certainly
a movement underway and pressure is
being applied to relax controls on Red
China, so that Red China may receive
from our allies the same strategic mate-
rials which are now being sold to the
Communist bloc countries of Europe.

Mr. McCARTHY. The Senator is
certainly correct about that.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Is there any place
where there has been made available
reliable information as to which coun-
tries are engaging in the trade of stra-
tegic materials with Red China?

Mr. McCARTHY. Oh, yes; our com-
mittee developed that rather thoroughly.
It is all in the evidence. I cannot call
on my memory for a particular list,
Great Britain has been shipping such
material, France has been shipping
such material. I believe the United
Kingdom is the greatest offender in that
regard. Many other NATO countries
have done so. I would not wish to rely
on my memory for that information,

Mr. NEUBERGER. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield.

Mr. ERVIN. I should like to ask the
Senator from Wisconsin if the evidence
of technical experts before the Perma-
nent Subcommittee on Investigations
did not disclose that a number of nations
to which we are furnishing aid, so as
to make them militarily strong for the
purpose of offering a common defense
with us against the Soviet bloc, are send-
ing to the Soviet bloc machine tools
which are used for the manufacture of
munitions and airplanes and all kinds
of weapons? Furthermore, did not
those witnesses in some instances testify
that it would be better, perhaps, for us
to ship the munitions to the Soviet bloc
countries, instead of sending them the
tools with which they can multiply be-
yond measure their munitions.

Mr, McCARTHY. The Senator is cor-
rect. One of the witnesses from the
Pentagon, I believe, testified that—and
I can quote his testimony almost ver-
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batim—if we sent ammunition, the am-
munition could be used only once; but,
if we shipped them machine tools, they
could manufacture munitions ad in-
finitum.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield 1 minute?

Mr. MCcCARTHY. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from Arkansas.

Mr, McCLELLAN. I have checked
with the staff of the committee, and the
latest information we have regarding
that trade with Red China from the
western countries is one million tons a
month. That tonnage goes into Red
China’s ports. More than 500,000 tons
of that material comes from Great
Britain. About 75 percent of the vessels
going into Red China ports fly western
flags, so to speak.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr., President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. MCCARTHY. I shall yield in a
moment. Before I yield I should like to
say that I believe the Senate owes an
enormous debt of gratitude to the chair-
man of the subcommittee, the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN] and to
the staff of the subcommittee, particu-
larly Mr. Kennedy, for the extremely
efficient and detailed work the staff has
done in digging out this information.

I now yield to the Senator from North
Carolina.

Mr. ERVIN. I will ask the Senator if
our officials of Government, notably
those from the Commerce Department,
did not testify before the subcommittee
that our allies who are getting aid from
us are sending to the Soviet bloc coun-
tries materials and machine tools which
our own Commerce Department embar-
goes and forbids American manufactur-
ers to ship to Red China, on the ground
that it is necessary to restrict such ship-
ments in the interests of national se-
curity?

Mr. McCARTHY. The Senator is ab=
solutely correct. We have embargoed
such shipments because it would endan-
ger our national security if those mate-
rials were shipped to Red China. On the
other hand those materials may be
shipped to Communist bloc countries by
our allies. I believe it was in August
1954, when Mr. Stassen went to the
COCOM meeting and there agreed that
these strategic materials could be
shipped to all countries receiving our aid.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, may
I ask the Senator a question?

Mr. McCARTHY. Certainly.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am trying to re=-
call an item which appeared in the press,
to the effect that Under Secretary of
State Herbert Hoover made the state-
ment that there was a certain amount of
trade going on between Formosa and
Communist China. Can the Senator give
us information on that point? I do not
recall the details.

Mr. McCARTHY. As I recall—and
this is a matter of record, although I
do not remember it was said in executive
session or in an open hearing—Mr.
Hoover made such a statement one day,
but he returned the next day, and when
he was questioned about it, he retracted
the statement. He retracted it. He said
he had been mistaken. He was very
frank about it.
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Mr. PASTORE. Will a Senator yield
some time to me so that I may ask a
question of the distinguished minority
leader on this point?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield such
time to the Senator as he may require
for that purpose.

Mr. PASTORE. What is bothering
me at this point is the very serious im-
plications with which we are con-
fronted. I should like to address a ques-
tion to the minority leader, because he
is the representative of the administra-
tion in the Senate, In view of these
implications, ecan the minority leader
tell us—and I am not trying to be face-
tious or impertinent—whether the
President of the United States is for or
against this amendment?

Mr. EKNOWLAND. I can say to the
distinguished Senator from Rhode
Island that the administration is op-
posed to the amendment.

Mr. PASTORE. I thank the Senator.

Mr, McCARTHY. I did not hear the
Senator's reply.

Mr, ENOWLAND. I said the admin-
istration is opposed to the amendment.
- Mr. McCARTHY. I may say to the
Senator from California that the ad-
ministration unfortunately has com-
pletely ignored the disturbing informa-
tion brought out by the MecClellan Com-
mittee and has paid no attention to it.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will say to the
Senator that I do not believe that state-
ment is entirely accurate. I am not a
member of the McClellan committee,
but I have followed its proceedings very
carefully in the newspapers and I have
the highest regard for the distinguished
Senator’ from Arkansas |[Mr. Mc-
CreLran] and for the other members of
the committee. I was greatly disturbed
by some of the information brought to
my attention relative to the shipment
of copper and machine tools. I called
on the highest levels of the Govern-
ment, and it is still a matter which is
having my personal attention. I am
entirely dissatisfied with the things that
some of our allies did, and I shall urge
to the utmost of my ability, at least,
that the strongest representations be
made to prevent a repetition.

Mr. McCARTHY. I know the Senator
from California is concerned about this
problem, and I know he has been follow-
ing it, but unfortunately nothing has ever
been done about it. We have talked to
officials of the executive department and
have found that they know nothing about
the testimony before the committee.
The shipment of a horizontal drill press
seems not to be important, but someone
has to decide whether these things are
strategic materials. - They simply have
not been following the testimony. They
have been doing nothing. We talk to
them, and they say, “We are concerned
about it.”

But here is an opportunity for the Con-
gress to say that it shall end, that we
will not finance the Communist war ma-
chine. There is no way on God's earth
we can prove anything other than that
we are building the Communist war ma-
chine. I think we should step in and call
a halt, once and for all.

Mr. ENOWLAND. The Senator’s
amendment will not solve the problem.
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The Senator himself has pointed out—
and I have to take his word for it, and I
do—that apparently one of the chief of-
fenders has been Great Britain.

Mr. McCARTHY. That is correct.

Mr. ENOWLAND. There have been
times when the United States has made
very considerable advances to Great
Britain, for instance, the British-Ameri-
can loan. I remember when I first
came to the Senate, in 1945 or 1946, that
was an issue, But at the present time
Great Britain is not receiving economic
aid or military aid. It is true that we
have certain bases in Great Britain, but
they do not constitute a part of our
mutual defense program which is con-
tained in this billl. We cannot solve
the problem, so far as Great Britain is
concerned, with this amendment. Per-
haps if this step had been taken in 1945
the situation would be different, The
statement was made on the floor by
either the distinguished Senator from
Arkansas or the distinguished Senator
from North Carolina that about 40 per-
cent of the tonnage to Communist
China was shipped in British bottoms.
The problem will not be solved by this
amendment.

I do not know whether the facts show
what, if anything, Canada is shipping
to Communist countries. Canada is not
receiving aid from us. We have close
relations with Canada and we have
some bases in Canada. The adoption
of this amendment would cut off all
discretion on the part of the President
of the United States. If the decision
were mine, there would be no doubt in
my mind about it, but the decision is not
mine to make. There may be shipments
of certain things which might be termed
strategic materials in return for which
the President, in his discretion, might
feel we were getting back strategic ma-
terials of greater importance to the free
world.

Mr. McCARTHY. I am relying on
memory, now, but I am positive it is
correct that we have received no evi-
dence of any strategic materials flowing
the other way.

I wonder if the Senator from Cali-
fornia will not agree with the able Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. McCrLELLAN]
that this amendment should go to con-
ference. If it is not technically ade-
quate, and it needs to be modified, that
can be done in conference. I assume
the able Senator from Georgia and the
able minority leader will be among the
conferees on the part of the Senate and
they will have all the power they need
to modify the amendment and change
it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from California has 6 minutes
remaining. The Senator from Wiscon-
sin has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
will the distinguished minority leader
yield?

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Why would it not
be possible and advisable for the United
States to ship behind the Iron Curtain
the same things we approve our allies
shipping behind said curtain? Evidence
before the Government Operations Com-
mittee was conclusive that modern ma-
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chine tools were being shipped from
European countries to the Communists,
and that the Russians were paying for
them in such commodities as butter and
wheat.

If we allow our allies to ship these
goods, and at the same time we prohibit
our own manufacturers from shipping to
the countries in question, what we are
really doing is providing foreign aid in
hblanket fashion, without the matter ever
coming to the Congress.

Mr. ENOWLAND. The Senator has
raised a very interesting point, a legal
point and an economic point. I do not
know that two wrongs can make a right,
and that if our allies are getting away
with it we can be getting away with it
too. If our allies are being strengthened,
we are doubly strengthening them.

In 1941 I was a newspaperman on the
west coast, and I remember writing
several editorials protesting shipments
of scrap iron and oil to Japan practically
up to the eve of Pearl Harbor. I thought
that was a bad thing. I do not know
whether we should compound the situa-
tion, so to speak, open our doors and
send to Communist countries machine
tools, vertical boring machines, and so
forth. I admit that from an economic
point of view, it does not make very much
sense to foreclose the United States from
that market while other nations are tak-
ing full advantage of the situation. It
seems to me that is something which
should be decided in the highest levels of
the Government. In some very hard
bargaining with out allies we should say,
“Look. Either we are faced with a
situation of danger to the free world,
or there is no danger to the free world.
If there Is danger, we are prepared to
continue certain obligations under our
mutual defense system and our collective
security system. If there is real danger
to the free world you should cease this
trade. We expect you to cease it, and
we expect you to do so now.”

If the distinguished Senator from
Missouri ever has the responsibilities of
a high office I hope he will make that
perfectly clear. I hope that our admin-
istration will make it perfectly clear.
Whether there is a Republican or a
Demcerat in the White House, I hope
he will make it clear. But regard-
less of whether the President in the
White House is a Democrat or a Re-
publican, we have to have some con-
fidence in the man who occupies that
position. Ithink he must have some dis-
cretion, World conditions change al-
most from day to day. I am concerned
that the amendment which the Senator
from Wisconsin has offered would tie the
hands of the President completely in a
situation which I think might be very
detrimental, and it might not solve the
problem with which we are all concerned.

Mr. SYMINGTON. My difference with
the learned and excellent presentation
the distinguished minority leader has
just made is that the facts as developed
by the Government Operations Commit-
tee, under the chairmanship of the able
senior Senator from Arkansas, prove
that, over a period of years, all this ad-~
ministration has done, and by careful
planning on their part, has been to make
it easier instead of harder for our allies to
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ship more and more strategic materials
behind the Iron Curtain.

The more I listen to this foreign aid
bill, the more I am convinced that what
we are doing is giving a blank check to
this administration. It would appear
that under no circumstances do we want
to criticize the activities of this admin-
istration in the field of foreign aid. The
worst justification, or rather the worst
effort toward any justification of a pro-
gram that I have seen, is the effort, on
the part of those in this administration
who are handling this money, to justify
agreements made with our allies in Paris
and in this country to the effect that it is
right for other countries in the free
world to ship hundreds of millions of
dollars of material behind the Iron Cur-
tain, but at the same time saying it was
and is improper for American companies
to follow the same policy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from California has ex-
pired.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I thank the Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield 1 minute on the hill to the
Senator from Montana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wisconsin has the floor.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thought he
had consumed his time.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
wanted to ask the minority leader, upon
looking over the amendment, if it is true
that the Japanese are carrying on com-
mercial ' intercourse with Communist
China today, and have carried it on dur-
ing the Korean war, and that, therefore,
the amendment would affect trade which,
I understand, has been in progress since
General MacArthur’'s time.

Mr., ENOWLAND. I do not have any
firsthand information on that point.
That may or may not be an accurate
statement. I think some trade has been

going on.

Mr. MANSFIELD. In nonstrategic
goods.

Mr. ENOWLAND. In nonstrategic
goods. I doubt very much whether that

trade has included any strategic mate-
rials, though persons may differ as to
what items belong in a list of strategic
materials.

During the Korean war, when the
question of British trade came up, I sug-
gested to the administration, and to the
previous administration as well, that
what we should do, when the British
asked what should comprise a strategic
list, was to say, “Let us take the British
orders in council against imperial Ger-
inaany in 1914. We will be satisfied with

at.”

Everything down to a stick of chew-
ing gum was on that list, because it was
felt that anything which built up the
morale of imperial Germany helped the
German war effort.

Mr. McCARTHY. I wish to call to the
attention of the Senator from California
what I think was a slight mistake in his
statement that Great Britain was getting
no aid from us. It is true that the bill
does not provide any new aid; but it is
also true that there is a very sizable
amount of money which has been carried
over from previous years, much of it un-
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obligated, which is available to Great
Britain, I simply wanted to correct the
Senator's statement to that extent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Wisconsin has ex-
pired.

All time on the amendment having ex-
pired, the question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. McCarTHYI. On this
question the yeas and nays have been
ordered.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Isuggestthe
absence of a guorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the gquorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. McCarTHY]. The yeas and
nays having been ordered, the clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. CLEMENTS. Iannounce that the
Senator from Texas [Mr. DaNIEL], -the
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Huom-
PHREYS], the Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. LARD], the Senator from Washing-
ton [Mr. MaeNuson], the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. O'ManonEY], and the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL] are
absent on official business.

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
NEEeLY] is necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Texas
[Mr. DANIEL] is paired with the Senator
from Kentucky [Mr. HumpHREYS]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Texas would vote “yea” and the Sena-
tor from Kentucky [Mr, HUMPHREYS]
would vote “nay.”

If present and voting, the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr, O'MaHONEY] would
vote “nay."”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce
that the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
CapeEHART] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate for the purpose of attending the In-
diana Republican State convention.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN-
NER| is necessarily absent.

The Senators from Kansas [Mr. CARL-
son and Mr. ScHoerpreEL], the Senator
from Iowa [Mr. MArTIN] and the Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY] are absent
on official business.

I wish to announce the following pairs:

The Senator from Indiana [Mr, JEN-
yErR] is paired with the Senator from
Kansas [Mr. Carrson]. If present and
voting, the Senator from Indiana would
vote “yea” and the Senator from Kan-
sas would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. MARTIN]
is paired with the Senator from Kansas
[Mr. ScroEPPEL]. If present and voting,
the Senator from Iowa would vote “nay”
and the Senator from Kansas would vote
"Yea."

The result was announced—yeas 23,
nays 60, as follows:

The

YEAS— 23
Barrett Bridges Curtis
Bible Butler Dworshak
Bricker Chavez Ellender
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Ervin Langer Welker
Frear Malone Williams
Goldwater McCarthy Wofford
Hruska McClellan Young
Johnston, S. C. Symington
NAYS—60
Aiken Hayden Monroney
Allott Hennings Morse
Anderson Hickenlooper Mundt
Beall Hill Murray
Bender Holland Neuberger
Bennett Humphrey, Pastore
Bush Minn. Payne
Byrd Ives Potter
Case, N.J Jackson Purtell
Case, S. Dak Johnson, Tex. Robertson
Clements Kefauver Saltonstall
Cotton Kennedy Scott
Dirksen Kerr Smathers
Douglas EKnowland Smith, Maine
Duff Kuchel Smith, N. J.
Eastland Lehman Sparkman
Flanders Long Stennls
Fulbright Mansfield Thye
George Martin, Pa. Watkins
Gore McNamara
Green Millikin
NOT VOTING—13
Capehart Jenner O'Mahoney
Carlson Russell
Daniel Magnuson Schoeppel
Humphreys, Martin, Iowa Wiley
Ky. Neely

So Mr. McCarTHY'S amendment to the
committee amendment was rejected.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF MEMORIAL
TRIBUTES TO THE LATE SENATOR
BARKLEY AND THE LATE SENATOR
KILGORE

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield myself half a minute on the
bill.

For the information of the Senate and
of all other interested persons, I wish
to announce that on Monday, July 9,
1956, the Senate will hold memorial
services at which tributes will be paid
to the late Senator Alben W. Barkley
and the late Senator Harley M. Kilgore.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, its reading
clerk, announced that the House had
agreed to the amendments of the Senate
to the bill (H. R. 9952) to provide a lump-
sum readjustment payment for mem-
bers of the Reserve components who are
involuntarily released from active duty.

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendment
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 9593) to
simplify accounting, facilitate the pay-
ment of obligations, and for other pur-
poses; asked a conference with the
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. Daw-
son of Illinois, Mr. Jones of Alabama,
Mr. Kilgore, Mr. Brown of Ohio, and Mr.
Jonas of North Carolina were appointed
managers on the part of the House at the
conference.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the following enrolled bhills, and they
were signed by the President pro tem-
pore:

H. R.9952. An act to provide a lump-sum
readjustment payment for members of the
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Reserve components who are involuntarily
released from active duty; and

H.R.10986. An act making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1957, and for other
purposes.

MUTUAL SECURITY ACT OF 1956

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 11356) to further
amend the Mutual Security Act of 1954,
as amended, and for other purposes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I should like to make a brief an-
nouncement. I understand that there
are still several amendments at the desk.
Some of them will be consolidated, and
some of them are duplicates. In the
event we are able to restrict our discus-
sion of the amendments, and not use all
the available time, we may be able to
complete action on the bill this evening.

A number of Senators are very anxious
to have that done. Many Senators have
speaking engagements which will require
that they be out of town over the week-
end.

Therefore, Mr. President, I hope that
Senators who are to speak on the re-
maining amendments will make their re-
marks as brief as possible; and that Sen-
ators who have amendments which have
been printed, but which they do not wish
to call up, will so advise me, in order
that we can make our plans accordingly.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Mr.
President, I call up my amendment iden-
tified as “6-28-56—H,"” and ask that it be
stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment to the committee amend-
ment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com-
mittee amendment, on page 55, after
line 16, it is proposed to insert a new
section, as follows:

Sec. 14. It is the sense of Congress that
in the preparation of the fiscal year 1958
_ mutual-security program, the President
should take more fully into account the de-
sirability of affirmatively promoting the eco-
nomic development of underdeveloped coun-
tries, both as a means of effectively counter-
acting the increased political and economic
emphasls of Soviet foreign ‘DOHCY and as a
means of promoting fundamental American
foreign policy objectives of political and eco-
nomic self-determination and independence.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Mr.
President, I yield myself 10 minutes.

Mr. President, I should like to address
the Senate on the highly important sub-
ject of our national security in the per-
spective of our pending business, the
mutual-security program.

The heavy emphasis and primary im-
portance that we place on the defense
and security of our Nation will never be
subject to serious debate. But the spe-
cific policies and methods which we use
to pursue these goals are open to seri-
ous question. I am convinced that it is
entirely in the best interests of our Na-
tion that those methods should be con-
tinually reexamined with a view to their
improvement. Undoubtedly one of the
major questions in planning an effective
foreign-aid program concerns the
amount of funds which we should allo-
cate to the economic phase of our total
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mutual-security effort, especially in view
of the current changes in Soviet policy.

Mr. President, it has seemed painfully
obvious to many of us for some time that
a reexamination was in order of the mili-
tary versus economic aspects of our for-
eign-aid program. Russia’s recent shift
in tactics in adopting an extensive pro-
gram of economic and technical assist-
ance has accelerated my concern that we
here in the United States can no longer
afford to continue complacently with our
previous foreign-aid program as a model
for our present requirements. As the
Senate knows, the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee held exhaustive hear-
ings investigating all facets of this pro-
gram with testimony from scores of ad-
ministration witnesses. Yet, Mr. Presi-
dent, time after time when Senators have
queried the officials in charge of formu-
lating and implementing our foreign-aid
policy as to the administration’s plans
for counteracting this new Soviet chal-
lenge, these officials have not been able to
delineate any positive, new steps under-
taken or even contemplated in the re-
quests for fiscal 1957. ’

A couple of examples will suffice. On
May 14, 1956, the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Radford testified
before our committee. The question of
areas of relative deficiency in our foreign
policy became a subject of discussion.
In answer to a question from me, the
admiral responded:

I notice that in the NATO meetings of mili-
tary men there is no disagreement as to the
problems that the military face. It is at the
political level that there are some diffi-
culties.

I then asked:

And it is therefore at that level that great
attention needs to be concentrated?

The admiral answered, “Yes.”

Following an exchange of opinion on
the entire world situation, I rephrased
my question to the admiral.

In other words, we are at a better stage
militarily than we are politically; is that
what you would say?

The admiral responded:

I would say that our problems in the
other fields are greater and more difficult
than they are in the military field.

When we consider the “other fields,”
Mr, President, the whole economic and
technical assistance area is obviously of
considerable importance. Yet when the
ICA Administrator, Mr. Hollister, ap-
peared before the Subcommittee on
Technical Assistance Programs on Jan-
uary 23, 1956, he indicated quite frankly
that many “attractive” requests for as-
sistance presented to the ICA had been
rejected by him largely for budgetary
reasons. An effort was made by the
staff of the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee to discover the essential facts about
Mr. Hollister's rejected programs and
projects. I myself felt that these re-
jected proposals should have been care-
fully considered as a part of an overall
study of the future of our economic as-
sistance to underdeveloped countries.
I regret to say that the information
made available by Mr. Hollister on his
rejected requests, including information
covering the whole field of guidelines
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or technical assistance program recom-
mendations, was most discouraging.

Mr. President, it seems to me on the
basis of the material made available to
us from the.ICA that there are three
significant conclusions to be drawn:

First, contrary to the practice in pre-
vious years, the fiscal year 1957 non-
military aid program started with a fis-
cal target set by the Bureau of the
Budget and worked backward to formu-
late an aid program. My impression is
that in other years the assistance re-
quirements were worked out first and
then adjusted in accordance with fiscal
considerations.

Second, due to the restrictive guide-
lines and instructions sent to the field,
the field felt constrained to stick closely
to the planning figures supplied from
Washington.

Third, the documents made available
to us by the administration indicate that
the responsible administration officials,
regardless of what they occasionally say,
actually do not appear to recognize that
a very significant change in Soviet tac-
tics has taken place. Such an aware-
ness has definitely not been reflected in
the guidelines sent out by the ICA Ad-
ministrator to the field. There is no
sense of urgency on the part of the ad-
ministration in the economic and tech-
nical assistance aspects of the foreign aid
bill. I have found little appreciation or
even discussion of the significance of the
new Soviet challenge in this area. My
impression is that men like Mr. Hollister
are drifting along inwardly hoping that
the need for the foreign aid program will
wither away. This is the only conclu-
sion that can be reached from an in-
tensive examination of administration
requests. The same conclusion is ob-
vious from a mere superficial examina-
tion of these requests, since they seem
in most respects to be a warmed-over
hash of previous programs.

We worked long and hard over this
complex, and often confused, bill in our
Foreign Relations Committee sessions,
and I think that after weighing all the
various pros and cons, the committee
took the action which we believed to be
in the best interests of the Nation, even
though there were many parts of the
measure to which some of us could not
give wholehearted support.

Yet, Mr. President, I submit that it is
not very comforting to spend $4.5 billion
a year for a policy which shows no more
imaginativeness, resiliency, or adapta-
bility than the requests presented to us
by the administration. We are voting
partly on faith. Let no one mistake my
words here: I am most certainly not op-
posed to the necessary expenditures for
an adequate foreign policy, but I can see
no reason for being satisfied with a pro-
gram which does nothing to meet the
obviously new and different threat of
Soviet economic penetration.

Mr. President, I sincerely hope that
for the security and long-run well-being
of our Nation, the Russian approach to
foreign aid will at long last wake up those
in the administration responsible for for-
mulating our own policy. Itisabout time
that the administration was prodded
into doing some reevaluating of our for-
eign-aid program, not merely paying lip
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service to such an idea. The world does
not always behave the way the words be-
have, even the words of high adminis-
tration spokesmen.

Mr. President, on this issue as on
others, the press of the country is away
ahead of the administration. Typical of
many intelligent criticisms of the rela-
tively obsolete mutual-security program
presented to us this year is an editorial
in the June 21 issue of the Minneapolis
Star. Entitled “Emphasis in Aid,” the
editorial states that “a good many Amer-
icans are worried about the apparent
impact of Russia’s relatively new foreign-
aid program in comparison with that of
the United States.” Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that this excellent
summary of our present foreign-aid pre-
dicament be inserted at this point in my
remarks.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

ASIS IN AID

A good many Americans are worried about
the apparent impact of Russia’s relatively
new foreign-ald program in comparison with
that of the United States. And rightly so.

It does little good to complain that with
comparatively small grants the Russians get
more publicity and apparent goodwill than
this country reaps with a much larger aid
program. For there are other reasons for
this disparity of impact than the Soviets’
shrewd choice of showcase aid projects.

One reason can be discovered by examining
the overall United States foreign-aid pro-
gram. Although its emphasis ought to have
been made plain by the current congressional
debate on the program, few Americans real-
ize that at least 89 percent of United States
Toreign-aid spending is for military or mili-
tary-support projects.

Russia's forelgn-ald venture, on the other
hand, however small it may be in compari-
gon with the overall (military included)
United States program, is tilted in exactly the
opposite direction. Its emphasis is almost
all on economic aid.

Eeeping these facts in mind might help us
appreciate how it is that some young nations
overseas, comparing the Russian and Ameri-
can programs In what they consider an
objective light, can arrive at judgments
which are not favorable to us.

Hardly even the most all-out partisan of
greatly expanded United States economic aid,
however, would have us drop our military

ard. The Communist bloc’s past deeds
and its still great military potential would
make such action foolhardy.

But all things considered, an increasing
number of people are beginning to think that
if we maintain our own military strength,
perhaps even if necessary stepping up slightly
our own defense spending, we should be able
to work a major shift in emphasis in our for-
eign aid, from the military to the economie.

Except in a surprisingly few isolated spots
in the world, today’s militarily orlented pro-
gram Is not producing the dividends (in
terms of United States national security) it
ought to produce. A major change in em-
phasis might work for our big program even
better than it has for Russia's comparatively
smaller effort.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Mr.
President, this editorial suggests that it
is high time that a major shift in em-
phasis from military to economic aid
should be seriously considered. This is
a view which is not held alone by the
Minneapolis Star and Tribune. Ver-
bally it is a view espoused by President
Eisenhower not long ago when he said
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that every dollar spent on economic aid
was in his opinion worth five dollars
spent on the military aspects of defense.
I do not quarrel with the military ap-
propriations, Mr, President, but I look in
vain for anything like President Eisen-
hower’s ratio of economic versus mili-
tary importance in the foreign-aid
requests.

Mr, President, instead the administra-
tion sent us a program which calls for
a $2.1 billion increase in military assist-
ance while the amounts requested for
economic aid remained for all practical
purposes at last year's levels. Accord-
ing to the Secretary of State, the re-
quests consist of 83 percent for military
assistance and only 17 percent for
economic aid.

At the same time, Mr. President, the
indecision and the confusion within the
Administration on our technical assist-
ance program and on use of United Na-
tion’s agencies has been demonstrated
by the open split between President
Eisenhower and Ambassador Lodge over
funneling more technical assistance
through the U. N. Ambassador Lodge
favors increased use of the U. N. agen-
cies. The President does not feel this is
practical.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
REecorD a press release issued by Ambas-
sador Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr., United
States representative to the United Na-
tions, in which Mr. Lodge emphasizes
that multilateral aid offers a way to
prevent so-called auction which some are
trying to promote between the United
States and the U. 8. 8. R. to see which
will spend the most in underdeveloped
countries.

He also points out that we need bi-
lateral and multilateral programs, but
that the present world situation is one
which requires our giving new empha-
sis to multilateral programs.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the enftire press release be
printed at this point in the Recorp, to-
gether with an article entitled “Presi-
dent Is Cool To Funneling Aid Through
the U. N.,” written by Elie Abel, and
published in the New York Times of May
4, 1956. The article indicates the Presi-
dent’s reaction to the multilateral ap-
proach to economic aid.

There being no objection, the press
release and article were ordered to be
printed in the REcorbp, as follows:

UNITED STATES MISSION TO
THE UNITED NATIONS,
New York, N. Y., April 30, 1956.
STATEMENT BY AMBASSADOR HENRY CABOT

LoDGE, JR., UNITED STATES REPRESENTATIVE

To THE UNITED NATIONS, ON MULTILATERAL

ASSISTANCE

The seeds of international communism
fall on fertile ground when impoverished
peoples see no hope. A hungry man, there-
fore, is more interested in four sandwiches
than he is in four freedoms. But people who
are healthy and have enough to eat will be
strong enough to fight for themselves against
aggression from without or within. This is
one important reason why the United States
supports programs for economic aid abroad.

A program to which many nations con-
tribute under the auspices of the United
Nations has some real advantages over a
program sponsored by the United States
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alone. That 1s the difference between so-
called multilateral aid and bilateral aid.

Multilateral aid offers a way to prevent
the so-called auction which some are try-
ing to promote between the United States
and the U, 8. 8. R. as to which will spend
the most in an underdeveloped country.

A multilateral program supplies no cover
for engaging in political penetration, which
is what the Communists do and which we
are unjustly suspected of wanting to do. We
thus get credit for unselfish motives in con-
tributing to such a fund; yet we can influ-
ence it constructively.

The percentage which a country like ours
contributes to a multilateral program is less
than it would be under a bilateral program
because more countries are sharing the
expenses.

A multilateral program conducted in full
public view by representatives of the United
Nations will not be misunderstood by those
who benefit from it. United Nations tech-
nicians in special uniforms, for example,
would find it difficult to engage in surrepti-
tlous political activity.

We need both bilateral and multilateral
programs. But the present world situation
is one which requires our giving new em-
phasis to multilateral programs. We can do
this without any additional expense by di-
verting a percentage of our foreign-aid funds
to multilateral channels,

Nore.—This statement wus made in re-
sponse to a correspondent’s request for Mr,
Lodge’s views on the value of multilateral
assistance in comparison with bilateral,
PRESsIDENT Is Coon To FUNNELING A

THROUGH THE U. N.—SEES THEORETICAL

ADVANTAGE, BUT OPPOSES CHANGE Now on

GROUNDS OF REALITY—CITES WoRLD PoLI-

TICS—BACKS BILATERAL PROCEDURES—ASKS

CONGRESS AFFROVE His 4.9 BiLLION REQUEST

(By Elie Abel)

WasHINGTON, May 4. —President Elsen-
hower made plain today his misgivings
about transferring any substantial part of
the United States foreign-ald program to
the United Natlons,

Such a shift has been advocated, with
varying degrees of enthusiasm, by Henry
Cabot Lodge, Jr., United States Ambassador
to the United Nations; by Adlai E. Stevenson,
Democratic presidential aspirant, and by
other prominent Americans.

Ambassador Lodge proposed last week that
the United States should channel a large
part of its foreign aid through the United
Nations. BSuch an arrangement, he declared,
would offer “real advantage over a program
sponsored by the United States alone.”

The Lodge statement, regarded as a bid
for the Soviet Unlon also to use the United
Nations as an aid-distribution agency, con-
tended that in this way it might be possible
to prevent an East-West contest “as to which
will spend the most in an underdeveloped
country.”

ACTUALITIES ARE NOTED

Mr. Lodge contended that such an ap-
proach would minimize the danger of under-
cover political penetration. Others have
taken the view that aid dispensed by the
United States would be more acceptable to
uncommitted countries because it would not
put them on one side or the other.

The President said at his news conference
this morning that there might be a theoret-
ical advantage in using the United Nations
to distribute economic assistance as a means
of removing the whole question from the
arena of East-West competition.

“But in practice,” he added, “we are quite
certain that as of today—and you know the
character and difficulties of the United Na-
tions as well as I do—you couldn't keep out
politics.”

For the present, foreign aid must continue
to be carried out through bilateral arrange-
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ments with other countries or with groups of
countries, the President declared.

He noted, however, that the United States
had not been deficient in contributing funds
for various forms of relief and technical as-
sistance through the United Nations. In the
present fiscal year ending June 30, he said,
the United States voluntary contributions
would amount to $71 million, far in excess
of what anyone else puts in.

The President made a strong plea for con-
gressional approval of his $4,900,000,000 for-
eign-ald request, which is now before the
House Foreign Affairs Committee.

“The program as it is now outlined repre-
sents to us a minimum that is necessary for
the welfare of the United States in the years
to come,” he declared.

Asked about his meeting on the foreign-
aid issue last Monday with congressional
leaders of both major parties, the President
sald they had studied ways and means of
setting up a Commission to reexamine the
program and to see how it could be improved.

PROGRAMS CALLED MINIMUM

The Commission will report to the White
House and Congress before the Presidential
inaugural next January 20, General Eisen-
hower said. He emphasized, however, that
the present program represented a minimum
and should not be reduced in anticipation of
new proposals next year.

President Elsenhower sald it was not en-
tirely true that this year’s program could be
regarded as a stopgap until tetter methods
of meeting the Soviet Union’s economic of~
fensive were devised.

He said the administration was constantly
trying to improve the foreign-aid program.
To this end, the Council on Foreign Economic
Policy, headed by Joseph M. Dodge, former
Director of the Budget Bureau, has been at
work for many months with every kind of
expert advice and counsel that we can get
together on this thing, the President said.

“We are certain that in this world of today
you cannot walk off and abandon your
friends * * * and not have something bad
happen,” he declared.

CRITICS AT HOUSE HEARING

He acknowledged that the current program
was not much different than it had been in
recent years, except that the administration
had now called on Congress to correct cer-
tain past weaknesses. The President was
alluding to his request for wider Executive
discretion in allocating funds.

Meanwhile, critics of the foreign-ald pro-
gram were appearing before the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee for the first time in the
current session of Congress.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Mr.
President, I was hopeful that during
these deliberations we might have been
able to consider as a part of the foreign
aid program a wider use of international
agencies. What I refer to in particular
is America's possible contribution to in-
ternational economic development under
the auspices of the United Nations.
Many of us are familiar with the pro-
posal known as SUNFED—the Special
United Nations Fund for Economic De-
velopment. It is still in the planning
stage. It needs the United States, to
give it impetus, to give it meaning.

The purpose of the United Nations
Special Economic Development Fund
would be to improve the economic aid
program by promoting the construction
of such necessities as roads, hospitals,
power stations, and other capital proj-
ects essential for industrial development.

The program known as SUNFED
would be open to any nation or special
agency. The nation or agency would
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have to be willing to subscribe to the
principles and policies of the SUNFED
organization.

SUNFED would be directly related to
the United Nations technical assistance
program and would be in coordination
with UNESCO and the United Nations
Economic and Social Council.

I have developed a memorandum rela-
tive to the background of SUNFED, and I
ask unanimous consent, Mr. President,
that it be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the memor=
andum was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

MemoranDUM Re SpPECIAL UNITED NATIONS
FunDp FOR EconoMIC DEVELOPMENT
(SUNFED)

1. EXPLANATION OF SUNFED

A. Purpose: To improve the economic aid
program by establishing an international
fund to develop the “infrastructure” sectors
of the economies of underdeveloped coun-
tries. “Infrastructure” includes basic ne-
cessities like roads, hospitals, and power
stations, all of which are essential for the
further development of industrial potential.

B. Membership: Open to any nation or
special agency, not necessarily a member of
the United Natlons, provided that the nation
or agency would be willing to subscribe to
the principles and policies of SUNFED, to
pledge its contribution to the operational
budget of SUNFED, and to pay its share of
the administrative budget.

C. Costs: SUNFED advocates anticipate an
initial contribution of $250 milllon by at
least 30 nations or agencies to get SUNFED
going. Actually eventual running costs
have been estimated as high as 3 to $10
billion.

D. Relation to other U. N. agencies: The
auguration of this fund would also neces=-
sitate an extension of the U. N. technical-
ald program, and coordination with UNESCO
and the Economic and Social Council.

II. HISTORY OF SUNFED

In 1953, a committee of nine submitted a
report ordered by the Becretary General of
the United Natlons, bearing on the organ-
ization of a Special United Nations Fund for
Economic Development (SUNFED).

In 1954 and 1955, Belgian banker Raymond
Scheyven, former president of the United
Nations Economic and Social Council (1953)
reported to the 9th and 10th sessions on the
continued studies of SUNFED. The report
maintained that “any program of economic
development, of necessity, contains a pro-
portion of low-ylelding and slow-ylelding
projects which yet are essential preconditions
for the high-ylelding and rapid-yielding
projects.”

During 1954 and 1955 the United Nations
General Assembly debated the possibility eof
implementing the suggestions of the com-
mittee of nine. Thirty-two nations, mostly
have-not nations, have supported the res-
olution to implement the report, but in 1954
the United States and other have nations
vetoed this resolution.

In 1956 the pressures outside the United
States of America for going ahead with
SUNFED have increased. The administra-
tion has remained opposed. (See IV, infra.)

III, THE VALUE OF SUNFED TODAY

A. Cooperation of the United States in con-
nection with SUNFED would reaffirm in the
eyes of the world the good faith of the United
States in working with the United Nations.

B. Affiliation with an international or-
ganization with the purpose of spreading
economic ald to the underdeveloped coun=
tries would unburden the United States from
some of the onerous consequences of bilat-
eral agreements which have often aroused
considered distrust and envy.
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C. The United States could thereby call
the bluff of the Soviet Union which professes
to regard the United Nations as a suitable
medium for peaceful activities, untainted by
political motives.

D. On the international scale 1t would fill
a gap In the present economic and technieal
ald plans. This desire to develop the “infra-
structure” is a new idea politically but a very
widely recognized idea among economists,
Former plans have been geared to economies
already possessing a strong infrastructure.

E. Our reticence to SUNFED permits the
Soviet Unlon to take the initiative and once
more outstrip the United States in winning
the approval of the neutral and underde-
veloped nations.

F. Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr., United States
Ambassador to the United Nations, has said
(statement made on April 30, 1856) :

“Multilateral aid offers a way to prevent
the so-called auction which some are trying
to promote between the United States and
the U, 8. 8. R. as to which will spend the
most in an underdeveloped country.

“A multilateral program supplies no cover
for engaging in political penetration, which
is what the Communists do and which we
are unjustly suspected of wanting to do.
We thus get credit for unselfish motives in
contributing to such a fund; yet we can in-
fluence it constructively.”

G. SUNFED might assist in improving do-
mestic political conditions in the recipient
assisted countries without the customary ad-
verse reaction to bilateral political “strings".,
As the Scheyven report stated in 1954:

“It might be easier to carry out such struc-
tural reforms through an international or-
ganization, which is in a better position to
spare national susceptibilities. The inter-
vention of any one country in reforms of this
nature would be a very difficult matter, as is
illustrated by the reactions which have been
aroused whenever lending countries have
sought to make their investments condi-
tional upon stipulations which the borrow-
ing countries regarded as infringements of
their sovereignty.”

1V, TUNITED STATES POSITION ON SUNFED

A. The administration believes primarily
that SUNFED should not be initiated until
disarmament has been well advanced and
the funds thereby saved could be profitably
reinvested In such economic aid.

B. The administration also contends that
other countries involved in large military ex-
penditures would be unable to contribute
substantially. If the United States were to
bear the brunt of the burden, it would be
very costly. Moreover, the argument runs,
SUNFED would lose Its basic and necessary
international characteristics.

C. The administration also clalms to feel
that a disproportionate part of the original
investment would be “wasted” in the organi=
zation of the administration of the fund,
operational costs, overhead, and plant ex-
penditures.

D. The small initial amounts contributed
would have to be followed by spiralling
amounts later.

E. In reply to Ambassador Lodge's state-
ment urging the extension of United States
support and activities within the United
Nations, the President said that the expan-
slon of the United Nations technical- and
economic-aid program might alleviate the
tension of East-West competition over eco=-
nomic aid, in theory. In practice, though,
he said, “We are quite certain that as of to=-
day—and you know the character and diffi-
culties of the United Nations as well as I
do—you couldn't keep out politics.” The
President implied that the present American
contribution of $71 million to the United
Nations was adequate,

P. There is a present schism in the ad-
ministration position, evidenced in the
Lodge-Elsenhower difference of opinion.
Also, Francis O, Wilcox, Assistant Secretary
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of State, stated on April 10 that there was a
need for encouragement for projects like
SUNFED. Wilcox suggested the use of the
United Nations in such a project, but
tempered his statement with an appeal to
. the go-slow philosophy.

G. One other fear is that the economic
policles of the United States in regard to
economic ald will be governed by an inter-
national bureaucracy.

V. REBUTTAL TO THE ADMINISTRATION POSITION

A. We should not postpone action until
achieving disarmament. Under the present
state of tensions, it would be far more ad-
visable to work on the evils of poverty and
hunger which are as much ammunition of
the Communists as our military policies. It
might also be possible that improvement of
economlic conditions in the underdeveloped
countries might improve the chances for
disarmament.

B. One of the basic, unexpressed motives
behind the administration position is effi-
clency. As Walter Reuther sald, however:

“We can afford to contribute our share of
SUNFED’s $250 million—and much more. We
have proved we can afford defense expendi-
tures of $1 billion a week ($52 billion a year),
and at the same time, contribute to SUNFED
and invest in other phases of a rounded de-
velopment program to the extent of billions
& year.” (Testimony before the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee.)

C. There are four safeguards protecting the
fund from being “raided” by have-not na-
tions who have not contributed an appropri-
ate amount. The SUNFED proposal would
provide that:

(1) Membership is on a year-to-year basis,
annually renewable or revocable;

(2) The main contributors to the fund
would have half the 8 or 12 members of the
governing board;

(3) A board member from a counfry ap-
plying for aid would not participate in action
on that application;

(4) The Director would cast the deciding
vote in the event of a tie (and the United
States as the heaviest contributor, in all
probability would name the Director).

VI. SUPPORT FOR SUNFED

A. AFL-CIO, UAW: Walter Reuther said in
his testimony before the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee:

“It is foolish to the point of suicide to put
off such economic cooperation until after
worldwide disarmament is achieved or even
until another study is completed * * *, It is
precisely during the period of tension when
disarmament is blocked that such positive
offensives against poverty and hunger are
most needed, most valuable, most powerfully
effective in working out of the swamps and
Jungles of fear and war into the light and
confidence needed for peace and disarma-
ment * * *,

“SUNFED is part of a positive peace of-
fensive, a way to get off the dime of military
defense and make real for mankind the
four freedoms for which World War II was
fought and won."

B. Friends Committee on National Legisla-
tion.—E. Raymond Wilson before the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee, May 11, 1956:

“While it is important and imperative to
work for universal disarmament under en-
forceable law, we can't wait for disarmament
to undertake a much more adequate eco-
nomic development program. Technical co=
operation programs and economic develop=
ment must be expanded rapidly, even if there
is no political progress toward disarmament.
Indeed, the improvement of economic stand-
ards may help to decrease tensions, and in
turn improve the chances for achieving dis-
armament."”

C. National Farmers Union—James G.
Patton, president, before the Senate Foreign
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Relations Subcommittee on Senate Resolu-
tions 85 and 86, May 29, 1956:

“To move in the direction of peace and
abundance, we need to open the door to the
negotiation and establishment of * * * an
International Development Agency such as
SUNFED."”

D. UAW international relations resoclution
adopted April 1, 1955, Cleveland, Ohio:

“We strongly urge Congress to approve and
provide the $80 million for the Special United
Nations Fund for Economic Development
(SUNFED) in order to further demonstrate
the deep concern of the people of America to
take immediate and practical steps toward
world peace."”

SrEcIAL UNITED NaTIONS Funp For EcoNOMIC
DEVELOPMENT

(Report prepared in pursuance of General
Assembly Resolution 822 (IX); General
Assembly; Official Records, 10th sess.; sup-
plement No, 17 (A/2906), New York, 1955)

CHAPTER II. ROLE OF A SFECIAL FUND IN THE
DEVELOFPMENT OF UNDERDEVELOFED COUNTRIES

11. The function of a special fund cannot
be that of a vast international charitable or-
ganization similar to the United Nations
Rellef and Rehabilitation Administration
after the Second World War. There is no
question of the free distribution of con-
sumer goods and the underdeveloped coun-
tries are not asking for charity. This would
not be a lasting and reliable solution of
their problems. The only real solution con-
sists in raising their national Income, or
in other words, in increasing their pro-
duction. Such an increase in output can
be attained only by the improvement of
methods of production, requiring both the
training of people—to obtain higher tech-
nological skill, managerial ability and admin-
istrative competence—and the introduction
of modern equipment.

Large amounts of capital are needed both
for the training of people and for the provi-
sion of modern equipment. This capital
should, in principle, be derived from savings,
if these were not so low in the underde-
veloped countries. The economic advance-
ment of any country left to itself depends,
in effect, essentially on its domestic resources
and on their full and effective utilization.
The economically underdeveloped countries,
however, are in a difficult position not only
because their domestic resources of capital
and technological skill have not been fully
mobilized, but primarily because these re-
sources are inadequate. The vicious circle
for underdeveloped countries is that their
savings are low because their incomes are
low and their incomes will remain low if
more savings are not made available for
investment in equipment. Hence, in the
absence of a sufficient flow of foreign capital,
the underdeveloped countries themselves are
not able appreciably to raise their incomes
and the disparity in standards of living
which now exists between wealthy and poor
countries will continue to widen. As we have
indicated in the introduction to this report,
we must, in order to reduce tension, achieve
a certain balance between the standards of
living of the various peoples. Wide differ-
ences of income between members of the
same community econtribute to political in-
stability; for that reason, one of the funda-
mental aims of a policy of international
peace, of which the Special Fund will be
one of the instruments, should be to reduce
the widening gap between standards of liv-
ing in the various countries.

12. This disparity can be corrected only if
the process of development is seen as an
international problem requiring a common
effort, which implies that the resources of
wealthy countries will be used to supplement
the savings of underdeveloped areas. Such
assistance to the latter would enable them
to step up their investment programs, and
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the extent to which they will be able to
do so is closely related to the form and
the amount of foreign assistance which will
become available. In this sphere there is a
real need for additional financing along
lines different from that provided either by
private investors or by the International
Bank for Reconstruction and Development.
This additional financing should be directed
toward providing the underdeveloped coun-
tries with what is called the economic-social
“infrastructure,” on which the apparatus
of production proper is based, The “infra-
structure” may be defined as the set of
basic facilities needed for effective produc-
tion, such as a minimum of roads, power
stations, schools, hospitals, housing, and
Government buildings. Experience has
shown that it is only when this basis has
been established that production can be
developed smoothly and that private initia-
tive can play its full part.

This additional financing can be under-
taken only by public capital, largely on a
grant basis. This is in conformity with na-
tional finance policy in almost all coun=
tries. Large sums are continually being
spent on this type of investment and it fre-
quently happens that one region of a coun=-
try finances the development of another re-
gion, when this is in the common interest.
From the international point of view, there
is no reason why this transfer should stop
at political frontlers. It is here that the
speclal fund would make an indispensable
contribution, supplementing that already
made by the other institutions working in
the international field.!

13. Distinctions, which are theoretical
rather than practical, are normally made
between the various types of infrastructure
investments; some are social because they
provide for the education, health, and wel-
fare of the population; ? others are economic
because they tend more directly to promote
the economic development of a region. Some
investment projects are self-liquidating in
the sense that they yield a profit to the in-
vestor of sufficient size and over a sufficiently
short period to be financed by commercial
loans or by private capital; others relate to
projects which, although non-self-liquida-
ting, nevertheless constitute an indispensa-
ble part of the infrastructure. This cate-
gory includes roads, schools, hospitals, and
other facilities which add to the nation’s
productive potential, but which are not usu-
ally operated in such a way as to yield a
profit within a reasonably short period.

It would, in our view, be wrong to consider
that the essential purpose of the special
fund would be to finance social and not
economic “infrastructure” investments. In
order to promote the development of a coun-
try, it may be more immediately necessary
to build power statlons and railways than
schools and hospitals.

It would be equally wrong to consider that
the fund's essential mission would be to
flnance non-gelf-liquidating investments and
not potentially self-liquidating investments.
From the general economic point of view, all
“infrastructure” investments, whether social
or economic, provided that they are not
unnecessarily large and that they are inte-
grated in a coherent development pro=-

m, are directly or indirectly self-
liquidating, since they all contribute to the

1iThese transfers should not be confined

to relations between industrialized and un-
derdeveloped countries; they are also pos-
sible in relations between industrialized
countries or between underdeveloped coun-
tries themselves.

2In some cases, the most desirable form
of development may be dependent on migra-
tion. One of the aims of the special fund
might therefore be to establish conditions
favorable to the transfer and resettlement of
surplus population.
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short-term or long-term development of the
economy. Thus the construction of hos-
pitals and schools will provide a country
with a healthier and more highly skilled
labor force, which cannot fail to have favor-
able effects on productivity.

In the financial sense of the term, only
self-liquidating investments, i. e., invest-
ments which yleld a financial return on the
capital invested within a reasonable period,
can attract private capital or be financed by
commercial loans, However, the infrastruc-
ture may include normally self-liquidating
projects, such as power stations, which can-
not be financed either by private capital or
commercial loans, owing to the subsequent
transfer difficulties which such methods of
financing may entail. In this case, one of
the functions of the special fund would be
to solve these difficulties, either by a grant,
or by a loan repayable in local currency, as
will be explained in chapter IV of this
report.?

To sum up, it would be the function of
the special fund to finance any investment
whether economiec or social, in underdevel-
oped countries, which was part of a coherent
program designed to attain the maximum
rise in national income and which could
not be fully financed by private capital, the
International Bank, or any other loan-
making institution.

14. In performing this function, the spe-
cial fund would be able to initiate or to
stimulate development processes that would
not otherwise take place. Its action would
be comparable to that of the Marshall plan
for the rehabilitation of the war-devasted
countries of Europe. The success of the
European recovery program was complete.
It had all the features of the operations out-
lined above and broke the vicious circle of
low production and low investment which
threatened Europe as the result of war dam-
age. It consisted mainly of grants, since it
was understood that the balance of payments
position would not permit the repayment
of loans for some years. It enabled the
European countries to restore the most essen-
tial parts of their production equipment, in-
cluding roads, electricity plants, and certain
buildings. However, so far as the necessary
investments were concerned, United States
assistance only supplemented the countries’
own contributions. The recovery in pro-
duction and income in the Western European
countries has made it clear that these invest-
ments were economically sound and that
they helped to restore political stability in
the countries concerned.

1t is true that in the case of Europe, it was
a process of reconstruction rather than of
development that was envisaged. It is also
true that the assistance was limited in time,
whereas the development of underdeveloped
countries is a long-term undertaking. How-
ever, If even in this case it was considered
necessary to assist the recovery of produc-

3 A typical case has been brought to our
knowledge. We were informed that a finan-
cial institution particularly concerned with
assistance to underdeveloped countries had
made loans to an Aslan country to finance
four projects, but had refused to finance a
fifth., It was not that the fifth project was
less important than the first four or that it
was not financially self-liquidating. In both
respects it was on the same footing as the
other four projects. The institution con-
sidered, however, that it could not make the
fifth loan because of the economic situation
and balance of payments position of the
applicant country which would have pre-
vented 1t from repaying the fifth loan within
a reasonable period. The fifth project,
although self-liquidating, would be within
the province of the special fund, which
would finance it either by a grant or, more
probably, by a loan repayable in local cur=
rency.
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tion In Europe by external aid, such assist-
ance would be all the more necessary for
underdeveloped countries. The experience
of the Marshall plan has shown the path to
follow. In view of the dangers to interna-
tional political stability involved in the al-
ternative of inaction, it would be most unfor-
tunate not to make use of that experience.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota.
Moreover, Mr. President, other major
areas of confusion remain unresolved.
Thus, instead of attempting to formu-
late an approach to the tremendous eco-
nomic needs of Asia, estimated by such
foreign-aid experts as Professors Milli-
kan and Rostow to be as high as $1.6
billion per year of realistic absorptive ca-
pacity, we continue to think largely in
terms of planes and tanks which are not
necessarily relevant to the Asian situa-
tion. In the Indian-Pakistan-Afghani-
stan area, we are actually upsetting local
balances of power.

Another aspect of administration con-
fusion lies in the field of farm surpluses.
While many people in the world subsist
on starvation diets, the United States
has ample supplies of foodstuffs which
can be most effectively used in a humani-
tarian gesture, and in a manner highly
valuable to the prestige and respect of
the United States abroad. So what does
the administration do? It cut back by
$50 million the amount of American ag-
ricultural products planned for shipment
overseas.

Mr. President, when is the administra-
tion going to wake up to see what is going
on in the world outside? The adminis-
tration’s complacent point of view has
created a program which does not begin
to meet some of the most pressing needs
of the world and our Nation today. Our
leaders have talked about the advantages
of economic aid, and yet they have done
nothing about it. They have talked
about the value of more dramatic con-
tributions to the United Nations, and yet
they have done nothing about it. They
have talked about the urgency of the eco-
nomic thirst of Asia, and yet they have
done relatively nothing about it. Now,
more than ever before, we need bold,
thoughtful, and imaginative planning of
the money we spend on foreign aid, and
the administration plays for us the same
old record labeled “we must help our
allies,” and shows no foresight or even
common horsesense in the arrangement
of the music. Mr. Pregident, I am im-
patient with an administration that in-
dulges in such constant window dressing
and yet when it comes down to actually
doing something concrete with their
verbiage, they back down.

Mr. President, this confused adminis-
tration program has been presented to
us even in the face of testimony like
that of Walter Reuther, who has just
returned from an extensive trip to India
and who estimates that an overall eco-
nomic-aid program of $8 billion per year
would not be exorbitant. Mr. John
Cowles, the distinguished president of
the Minneapolis Star and Tribune, made
a penetrating analysis which was in-
serted in the REcorD several days ago.
He emphasized the urgency of allocating
greatly expanded portions of our exist-
ing mutual-security funds to economic
aid,

11379

Even a casual observer of newspaper
headlines would have seen the countless
reports and articles which underline the
strategic value and need of economic aid.
Two articles from the New York Times
in relation to the crucially important
Asian sector of the globe, for instance,
quickly show the shortcomings and fail-
ures of our present policy. In the May
26 article entitled “Asian Neutrals Pose
Economic-Aid Problem,” Mr. Thomas J.
Hamilton repeates a common complaint:
That no clear indication of our policy
has yet come from President Eisen-
hower or Secretary Dulles toward new
developments in Asia. The disturbing
cancellation of Prime Minister Nehru's
scheduled visit will further postpone such
policy considerations.

In an article of April 10, 1956, numer=
ous New York Times foreign correspond-
ents reported a summary of their inter-
views and observations in many nations.
They agreed that good will toward the
United States in many strategic Asian
nations has been seriously ebbing, and
they continue to point out how again
and again the problem of economic de-
velopment is foremost in the minds of
our non-Communist friends abroad.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the two articles just described
be inserted at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
orD, as follows:

[From the New York Times of May 26, 1956]
AsSIAN NEUTRALS Pose Economic-Amp ProB-

LEM—THEY WoULD LIKE T0o GET ASSISTANCE

THROUGH THE U. N. BUT CONGRESS PREFERS

BILATERAL APPROACH—SOVIETS ALSO AFPEAR

CooL .

(By Thomas J. Hamilton)

During his state visit, President Sukarno
has given the American people a clear exposi-
tion of the policy that Indonesia and indeed
all the new countries of Asia and Africa are
demanding from the West.

For one thing, they expect the United
States to back them all the way in their
drive to eliminate the remaining vestiges of
colonialism from the earth. Although they
are neutralists, or, as they prefer to call
themselves, “uncommitted,” they insist that
the descendants of Thomas Jefferson and
Patrick Henry must automatically support
Indonesia’s claim to West New Guinea and
India's to Goa,

This argument obviously presents a prob-
lem for the United States. The economic
phase is equally difficult. Dr. Sukarno has
emphasized that the new nations want eco=-
nomic assistance not guns. He did not dis-
cuss methods, but Prime Minister Nehru of
India, who will be the next Asian leader to
visit Washington, has already proclaimed
that this help should be provided through
the United Nations, not bilaterally.

Dr. Sukarno’s visit has developed the point
that the new countries are now just as
insistent upon American help in developing
their economies as they are upon support in
their anticolonial offensive. Walter P.
Reuther, who has studied the situation in
India and other southeast Asian countries,
expressed it in his letter to Secretary of
State Dulles last March. -

FRIENDSHIP'S GAIN

“The hungry, the naked and dispossessed
masses are on the march, and they are de-
termined to free themselves from economic
bondage, As many have already freed them-
selves of colonialiem and political bondage,”
Mr. Reuther wrote. “In the long run, we will
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gain by making grateful friends, not jealous
enemies.”

Gifts and loans by Western governments,
in particular by the United States, appear
to be the only solution that the new coun-
tries will accept; in particular, all of them
are allergic to allowing private capital to
finance them.

Since the Soviet Union has already start-
ed to provide limited but spectacular eco-
nomic help for the new countries—Moscow
might do more after it reduces its armed
forces—they now seem to have an alternative
if the United States does not respond to
their appeals.

But there are no signs that Congress,
which in an election year is particularly
aware of the tax burden, will either increase
the foreign-ald appropriation for economic
assistance or permit the United Nations to
administer it.

President Eisenhower has asked for a for-
eign-ald appropriation of $4,900,000,000, of
which three-fifths is for military assistance.
Another fifth is for economic assistance to
countries with which the United States has
defense agreements.

This leaves considerably less than $1 bil-
Hon for economic assistance to the neutral
countries and for contributions to the
United Nations and related agencies, includ-
ing the technical-assistance program. The
United Nations program is spending $28 mil-
lion this year, of which half was supplied by
the United States.

ISSUE OF COMMITMENTS

During the appropriation bill's passage
through the House of Representatives in
Washington thus far the military program
has been cut more heavily than the economic
program. But the administration’s request
for authority to give more than a'year’s com-
mitment on projects requiring years to com-
plete seems to have been eliminated for
good.

. Apart from demonstrating the determina-
tion of Congress to retaln control of the
purse strings, the treatment of the bill re-
flects the strain on the American taxpayer.
He has provided billions of dollars in foreign
ald since 1047.

Furthermore, since Mr. Dulles has boasted
that the revised Soviet tactics resulted from
the defeat of Russia’s former policy, the
sense of urgency about even the military
program is diminished. It is even more
weakened in the case of economic assistance,

RUSSIA INCLUDED

As far as the United Nations is concerned,
a serious drawback is the fact that the
Soviet Union is now participating in the
U. N. technical-assistance program to the
extent of 1 million worth of nonconvertible
rubles a year. While some countries have
demurred at admitting Soviet technicians
under the U. N. program, Burma has accepted
2 experts on coal-shale mining and India 2
statisticlans and a woman physician.

It was, of course, the fear in Washington
that the Boviet Union would sabotage the
Marshal plan that resulted in the decision
to administer it outside the United Nations.
Although United Nations authorities say
that a $50-million technical assistance pro-
gram for next year is the minimum that
would take care of meritorious applications,
it would be idle to disregard the conviction
of many Americans that, if the United
States is going to spend the money, it ought
to get the credit.

In accordance with this feeling, the United
States, in fact, has for years blocked the
establishment of SUNFED—the Special
United Nations Fund for Economic Devel-
opment—although it calls for an annual ex-
penditure of only $250 million a year. The
United Nations Atoms for Peace Agency is
to be established next year on the initiative
of the United States. But if the new coun-
tries and the Soviet Unlon insist upon taking
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over control, the United States may fall back
on its existing bilateral program.
FRENCH PROPOSAL

On the other hand, there is a growing
movement, led by France's Foreign Minister
Pineau, for the increased use of the United
Nations in providing economic assistance.
One reason is the technical consideration
that experts from less industrialized coun-
tries may be more useful—and work for
lower cost—than Americans in helping back-
ward countries.

But the basic consideration is the justified
belief that the neutralist governments find
it easier to accept help from the United
Nations than directly from the United States.

The same considerations have applied to
bilateral help from the Soviet Union. Judg-
ing from the equivoeal reaction of the Soviet
Union to M. Pineau's proposal, the Presidium
apparently is no more enthusiastic about a
United Nations program than is Congress.

No clear indication of policy has come from
President Eisenhower or Mr. Dulles. How-
ever, their representative in the United Na-
tions, Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr., is insisting
that “we need both bilateral and multilateral
programs' and that a larger part of the for-
eign-aid program should be channeled
through the United Natlons.

[From the New York Times of April 10, 1956]

AsiA Survey FiNps NEED oF MORE Am—SoME
SEE CUT 1IN UNITED STATES LIVING STANDARD
To ProvipE HELP.

(By A. M. Rosenthal)

CorLomBo, CEYLON, April 9.—The great chal-
lenge—and the great opportunity—facing
United States foreign policy is communism’s
eager pursuit of nationalist movements all
over the world.

The challenge springs from the fact that
the Russians have grasped the enormous
emotional and political drive behind what
Asians like to call the age of nationalism.

Not long ago, at one of those earnest
diplomatic garden parties that make up a
good deal of New Delhi’s official social life,
an Indian Foreign Office man was talking
about a favorite topic—where the United
States goes wrong.

“You don't seem to be able to realize that
countries see the world in different ways,
that problems unimportant to you are pri-
mary to us,"” he said.

“That’s why you are finding yourself los-
ing out to the Russians on this colonialism
business,” he continued. *“They have the
wit to see that nationalism is the force of
this decade. Intellectually you see it, too,
certainly. But you expect the impossible.
You .expect Algerians, for instance, to take
a world view, not the Algerian view.”

The United States is no longer counted
a sure friend of nationalist movements.

This is a bitte§ thought for the United
States, remembering that freedom was given
to the Philippines, and help to India and
Indonesia. It is made more bitter by the
fear that the western age of colonialism
is being replaced by Soviet political and mlli-
tary.conquests.

But there is no point in giving argument
for argument. It is enuugh that Asians have
lost trust.

The national elections in Ceylon, which
resulted in a crushing defeat of the openly
prowestern government, were fought on
domestic rather than international issues.
But certainly they showed that being identi-
fied with the West has no great political
asset to an Asian politician. And they
showed, too, that the West’s policies had not
struck a real spark in the minds of the Cey-
lonese.

This is a problem made infinitely more
acute by the fact that the Russians, with
no political commitments to the *“colonial”
powers, can and do eagerly push themselves
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forward as friends of nationalism every-
where.

The opportunity springs from the chal-
lenge. It is the opinion of many Asians
and some important United States officials
in this area that the United States, in its
concern for physical and military security,
is letting the political battle go by default.
They believe too that Americans do not
realize that good will toward the United
States is ebbing. But they believe that the
plain threat that the Communists will be
able to identify themselves with nationalism
may prod the United States into restating
its own traditional friendship for independ-
ence movements.

Among some Americans here there is a
belief that the best step the United States
could take now would be a straight and un-
equivocal statement of its intention to see
that every land capa.ble of self-government
attains it.

For the sake of political effect, it might
help the United States to bring up the issue
itself at the United Natlons. It certainly
would help if a declaration were made for-
mally by the President of the United States.

This reporter has not heard that last sug-
gestion put in as many words by Indian
or United States officlals. But there have
been many comments that the time has come
for clarification of United States policy.
Putting that hope together with the fact
that President Eisenhower's personal pres-
tige is high here, it is obvious that a Presi-
dential declaration would have more force
than any other kind.

ALL CANNOT BE PLEASED

It I1s the opinion of most westerners in
India that for the time being at least the
United States cannot evolve a foreign policy
that will make New Delhi or all other Asian
capitals entirely happy. The reason is in the
basic difference in attitude toward the Com-
munist philosophy and toward the danger
of that philosophy.

India and other Asian countries are ready
to belleve the danger of military aggression
has passed. As far as the United States is
concerned, military containment and pre-
paredness will have to remain the skeletal
structure of United States forelgn policy.
That means something the Indians will never
like—military pacts in which their neigh-
bors are armed.

It has to be recognized—and this comes
from a number of Asians—that the United
States cannot satisfy all Asians’ wishes.

But, especially in connection with na-
tionalism, Asians say that Americans must
also recognize that they need not keep all
their allies happy all the time.

The United States would have to pay a
price for meeting the Soviet challenge on
nationalism head on—the anger of some
United States allies.

But the history of the last 10 years has
proved that sooner or later the United States
has had to take public stands that its West-
ern allies did not like, and that too often—
Cyprus, for instance—those stands were
taken too late for maximum political effect.
Put another way,; opinion in this part of
the world is that the time has come for the
United States to lead the parade instead of
running after the Soviet Union.

The nationalist question cannot, of course,
be considered without taking the free world's
military security into account. But if the
last decade has shown anything—consider
Suez, Cyprus, Indochina, and North Africa—
it is that military security depends on po-
litical security and that democratic coun-
tries cannot hold down military bases sur-
rounded by hostile populations.

This is not a suggestion for abandoning
military security but for reconsidering the
essentials for military security. To give just
one example, there are United States military
men in Salgon who believed that the pres-
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ence of the French Expeditionary Corps in
South Vietnam was such a political liability
that it amounted to a threat to military
security.

And it is being asked whether the British
naval base on Cyprus is more secure now
than it would have been if the British had
glven up sovereignty and signed a long-term
lease treaty with the willing Greeks.

ECONOMICS AN ESSENTIAL

Some American officials in Asia might
disagree with the emphasis on pushing to
the front on the colonialism issue. But
few would disagree that economics becomes
every day a more essential part of our for-
elgn policy. One obvious reason, of course,
is that the Russians have entered the pic-
ture—in Egypt, India, Syria, Indonesia, Af-
ghanistan, Burma, the Sudan, and Yemen.

But just as important is the fact that the
newly independent countries are aware more
sharply than ever before of the gap between
them and the developed countries. That
gap is growing because Western industriali-
gation is outpacing the painful develop-
ment efforts of Asia and the Middle East.

Sooner or later in a discussion of foreign

policy the talk boils down to this: The
United States will have to spend still more
money and share still more of its wealth
with Asia,
" What is more, there is a belief among
Americans in Asia that the time may be com-
ing when the United States will have to cut
down its continually rising standard of liv-
ing to meet Soviet competition and to help
underdeveloped countries get ahead. Indian
‘businessmen say the United States is pricing
itself out of the market.

An example among many: The Tata Iron
& Steel Co., part of the biggest industrial-
commercial enterprise in India, was nego-
tiating with the United States Export-Im-
port Bank for a loan to double its steel
producing plant. The negotiations fell
through because under a loan, say the Tata
spokesmen, the concern would have been
obliged to buy all its equipment in the
United States and prices were too high, when
measured against the high interest rate de-
manded by the bank.

One of the problems the United States
must face in Asia is a drift toward nation-
alization of economies. Nearly everyone be-
lieves it would be unwise and impossible
to try to pressure India, for instance, away
from socialism,

But among Americans there is the opinion
that, without interfering with Asian lands
bent on some form of socialism, there is a
great deal Washington can do to promote
the spirit and philosophy of enlightened pri-
vate enterprise.

AID TO FRIVATE INDUSTRY

One Amerlcan businessman said In New
Delhi recently that since the United States
was willing to glve hundreds of millions of
dollars to governments, it should be will-
ing to glve private Asian industry a hand
by making low-interest rate loans. He
mentioned the Tata episode as a case in
point.

The Tata organization is now negotiating
with the International Bank for Reconstruc-
tion and Development for a loan. That
means the Indian Government would have
to stand behind the loan and would have
a stronger volce in Tata affairs.

The point this businessman and others
made was that where opportunities pre-
sented themselves to help reliable private
enterprise in Asia, the United States should
take them.

High TUnited States prices and interest
rates take on political importance because
the Soviet Unlon will make sacrifices to
supply goods at prices underdeveloped coun-
tries can afford.

There is a feeling among Westerners that
sometime soon the people of the United
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States may have to learn the painful lesson
that continuously rising wages and profits
may wreck their country's ability to com-
pete with the Soviet Union in the economic
struggle for Asia. Already India is buying
most of her cement from Communist coun-
tries. Multiply this by a hundred products
and the political consequences need no un-
derlining.

The job of strengthening the economic
foundations of wunderdeveloped countries
was started by the Unlted States a decade
ago. Still the insistence of Western and
Asian officials is that more and more money
must be appropriated because on this now
hangs the future of Asla. Not only more
money is needed but more imagination and
more planning.

CONFERENCE SUGGESTED

So far, planning and spending have been

on a national basis and sometimes without
clear goals in mind. There are United States
officials here who believe that one of the
things the United States could do would be
to call a technical level conference to work
intensively to map out Asia’s needs, re-
sources, foreign ald requirements and attain-
able objectives. There is a good chance the
United States would find itself ahead of the
Aslan countries in the desire for regional
planning, but there is nothing wrong with
leading the field.
" India needs more money, large quantities
of it. If the United  States was willing to
lend Indla the money—a billion dollars at
least—it could assure that India’s own demo-~
cratic way to a mixture of soclalism plus
private enterprise had stood the test when
compared with Communist China’s totali-
tarian economy,.

It is in the interest of the United States
to help noncommitted countries, but there
is no reason why it should be ashamed of
making a special economic effort for its
allles—Paklistan, for instance. The recent
meeting of the Southeast Asia Treaty Organ-
ization at Earachi expressed some fond hopes
about emphasizing the economic aspects of
the alliance. But beyond appointing one
economist the conference did nothing about
it. Here, too, is a field for United States
imaginativeness.

The problem of Afghanistan is one of the
most difficult the United States faces. For
one thing, the Soviet loan of $100 million
faces Washington with a decision as to
whether to be drawn into the endless, sap-
ping process of trylng to outbid the Soviet
on loans. That is just what leaders of this
area think Washington did in the case of
the Aswan High Dam in Egypt, and the
action did not enhance the reputation of
the United States.

But the bigger problem the United States
faces in Afghanistan is the same one it must
deal with in many countries in Latin
America, the Middle East, and Asia. That
is whether United States funds are to be
used to bolster dictatorial governments just
because they happen to be in power.

There is no easy answer to this. The
Russians certainly have no compunctions
about supporting any government in power
so long as it suits their purpose. But
whether that approach and that philosophy
in the long run suit the objectives of free-
dom is questioned by many Asian friends
of the United States.

Assuredly the United States cannot change
the governments of the world to sult itself,
But it would be in keeping with United
States traditions to make it clear through
Presidential statements that Washington is
not ready to build up dictatorships of the
right in its fight against dictatorships of the
left.

The world struggle is as much as anything
& struggle for minds and attitudes. And
there is something the United States could
do that would not cost astronomiecal sums,
would pay offl handsomely and would be wel-
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comed by most Americans who have spent
any time in the area. That would be to step
up scholarships for forelgn students to study
and live in the United States and for Ameri-
cans to study abroad. This correspondent
has met many Asians who have lived in the
United States and virtually every one has
returned with more understanding and sym-
pathy toward United States goals.

Many Aslans feel that knowledge of their
lands is almost nonexistent in the United
States. An increasing number of Americans
living In Asia could do much to remedy that.

It might help prevent incidents like the
one involving the Member of the United
States Congress interviewed at the Karachi
Airport, who was asked what Americans
thought about Pakistan.

“Think about it?"” he asked.
they never even heard of it.”

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Mr,

President, the administration has now
tacitly admitted its confusion, its lack
of direction and foresight, by agreeing
that a study of our whole program of
foreign aid is called for. The Foreign
Relations Committee has likewise now
endorsed an appropriate resolution to
establish a comprehensive, exhaustive
study of the entire, complex foreign aid
problem.
- Of course, studies themselves will not
be self-executing. Depending on who
conducts them, these studies may not
even be new or path-breaking. Itis ex-
tremely important that we obtain mean-
ingful, useful results without impairing
the flexibility or breadth of analysis
which the committee wishes to under-
take. We should consider carefully what
methods of approach should be utilized
to make this study most profitable. Al-
ready pertinent questions have been in-
cluded in Senate Resolution 285 intro-
duced by Senator MANSFIELD. Other pro-
posals that might supplement or imple-
ment those already suggested could in-
clude the following:

First, The National Planning Associa=
tion might be requested to bring up to
date the Paley Commission Report, 1952,
to give us a current estimate of projected
industrial raw material shortages which
will occur in the United States during
the next 20 years. We need to consider
what kind of foreign economie policy
will be necessary if we are to have con-
tinued safe access to these indispensable
materials from abroad.

Second. I should like to see special
economic reports from the Joint Com-
mittee on the Economic Report assessing
in detail our own national economic in-
terest in a large-scale, long-term aid pro-
gram. I would like to have similar re-
ports from the President’s Council of
Economic Advisers, and I would frankly
be interested in comparing the recom-
mendations from the Joint Committee
and the Council.

Third. I should like to see the Center
for International Studies at MIT be
charged with the preparation of a new
report on the extent and meaning of the
Soviet foreign economic drive.

Fourth. I should like to have a special
report from the Institute of Interna-
tional Education regarding its own best
informed judgment on the kind of peo-
ple-to-people exchange projects which
should accompany an enlarged economic
aid program,

“My boy,



11382

Fifth. Finally, I think we need to ex-
amine new methods of bridging the gap
between official policy and public opinion
as a deliberate device for filling in the
gap caused by this administration’s
chronic lack of Presidential and Cabinet
level leadership in explaining our foreign
aid objectives to the people. Perhaps a
commission of prominent ecitizens, repre-
senting leading national organizations of
businessmen, labor, farmers, women, vet-
erans, and religious hodies, might serve as
a vehicle for a two-way exchange of
views between Washington and the coun-
try. I would hope that Government ob-
servers or participants could play some
role in this commission, but they should
not direct it. Indeed, I wculd like to see
some of the participants in the recent
1-year foreign aid study conducted by
the Committee for Economic Develop-
ment play a major role in such a
commission.

Mr. President, regardless of what ele-
ments make up the comprehensive study
now proposed by the Foreign Relations
Committee, it is equally important that
we must pay attention to the results of
the study. I have already referred sev-
eral times in the Senate to the excellent
and incisive study by Professors Millikan
and Rostow, of MIT, recently made avail-
able to the members of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee. We now know that
this report is an up-to-date version of
one originally sent to the ICA, then FOA,
in the fall of 1954, where it has bheen
gathering dust ever since. We must do
better than this in the future, or no
amount of “studying” will be productive
of practical results.

I think, Mr. President, that we will find
that the results of any dispassionate
study will invite us to expand our eco-
nomic aid abroad as indispensable to our
international policy. In the face of the
new economic conflict with communism
I, for one, feel that it is time to ditch
some of the past phraseology and
overtones of foreign aid in favor of a
bold new concept geared to greater over-
all economic integration of the free
world.

The moment when Russians are turn-
ing toward economic expansionism is
hardly the time for our foreign economic
policies to contract. With half of the
world’s industrial production, we alone
are in a position to render really sub-
stantial assistance to underdeveloped
parts of the free world—in our own long-
term interest. Existence of our so-called
food surplus suggests, of course, that
our assistance need not be in dollars
alone. But against Soviet competition
which looks a generation or more ahead,
it is simply inadequate for us to rely
merely on year-by-year congressional
appropriations for foreign aid without
some long-term sense of direction and
continuity. Reasonable assurances of
continued aid are essential if some na-
tions are to mobilize their own funds,
enlist public and private investment, and
plan ahead intelligently, It is the best
way to reassert our world leadership.
The administration is underestimating,
not overestimating, the challenge. On
the economie front, it is asking too little,
net too much.
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Mr. President, time is not necessarily
on our side, and I believe we shall come
to regret the lack of planning and fore-
sight which the administration has ex-
hibited in the foreign-aid requests this
year. I hope that we can still recapture
the initiative and, after this interim of
relative paralysis, can strike out in a
major new economic effort. We should
go into such a program with our eyes
open, not expecting to purchase either
gratitude or allies. Today every under-
developed nation is struggling to find the
investment mneeded if its industrial
growth is to keep pace with the demands
of its impatient people. In Asia prob-
ably the greatest economic race of the
century is now going on between demo-
cratic India and totalitarian China, to
see which will accomplish the most in
the shortest time.

Into this psychological situation come
the smiling Russian rulers, brandishing
offers of trade and aid, pointing to the
significant Soviet economic advances
since 1918, and stating the moral:
“Where we were then, you are today;
where we are today, you will be tomor-
row.” The underdeveloped world is in-
creasingly impressed.

It is also increasingly comparing Mos-
cow and Washington. For every Ameri-
can politician or administration person-
ality who complains about neutralism
saying “Whoever is not with us is against
us,” some Politburo member is touring
non-Communist Asia saying “Whoever
is not against us is with us.”

Mr. President, what we must seek is
the success and stability of these under-
developed nations themselves, to give
them a vested interest in their own and
the free world's defense. The alterna-
tive is clear. If the underdeveloped na-
tions of Asia, Africa, and even South
America, are not able to work out a close
economic relationship wsith us, they will
move sooner or later into a close eco-
nomic relationship with the Soviet
Union. That result would be catas-
trophic—for them, for us, and for the
world.

Mr. President, I conclude my remarks
on this subject by saying that I hope
next year we shall have before us a pro-
gram which is a little more realistic than
the bill we now have. That is the pur-
pose of the amendment I now propose.

With the Soviet Union challenging us
on the economic front throughout the
world, it appears to me that it is all
to our advantage to call the bluff of the
Soviet Union in the United Nations, in
the international agencies, and every-
where else,

I should like to see the United States
Government take the leadership in a pro-
gram such as SUNFED. I should like to
see our Government stake out guidelines
and actually call upon the other nations
of the world to match the percentage
rate of contributions which we make. I
think the sooner we do this, the better
the program will be.

I am disappointed in the lack of em-
phasis in the present foreign-aid bill in
its economic assistance aspects. The eco=
nomic aid provided this year is not pro-
portionately more than it was last year.
The increase is primarily in military as-
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sistance, and military assistance may
very well be frittered away.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Minnesota yield to me?

Mr, HUMPHREY of Minnesota. I
yield.

Mr. GEORGE. If the Senator from
Minnesota will simply delete the date
1958 from his amendment—inasmuch as
1958 would be beyond my present term—
and if he will insert the words “in the
future” or “for the future,” and so forth,
then insofar as I am concerned, I shall be
willing to accept his amendment, be-
cause it relates to the question of the
policy.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Mr.
President, I so modify my amendment, by
striking out, in line 2, the words “fiscal
year 1958.” As thus modified, the first
two lines of my amendment will read:

It is the sense of Congress that in the

preparation of the mutual security pro-
gram—

And so forth.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Minnesota has a right to
modify his amendment, and it will be
modified accordingly.

Does the Senator from Minnesota
vield back the remainder of his time
on his amendment?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Mr.
President, I am happy to yield back the
remainder of my time.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield back the remainder of the
time available to our side on the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment of the Senator from
Minnesota to the committee amendment
has been yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
modified amendment of the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. HuoMpPHREY] to the
committee amendment.

The amendment, as modified, to the
commiftee amendment, was agreed to.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, to
the committee amendment, I offer, on
behalf of myself and the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. McCrLELLAN], the amend-
ment which I send to the desk and ask
to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment to the committee amend-
ment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com-
mittee amendment on page 40, in line 25,
it is proposed to strike out “section” and
insert “sections.”

On page 46, between lines 5 and 6, it is
proposed to insert the following:

SEc. 538. Furnishing of information to
congressional committees: Upon the request
of any appropriate committee of the Senate
or House of Representatives, any joint com-
mittee of the two Houses, or any subcom-
mittee of any such committee, any officer or
employee of the Government having infor-
mation, or having custody of documents or
other data, relating to the programs being
administered under this act, shall promptly
furnish any such information, documents,
or other data to such committee or sub-
committee,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How
much time does the Senator from Wyo-
ming yield himself on his amendment to
the committee amendment?
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Mr. O’'MAHONEY, I yield myself 10
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wyoming is recognized for
10 minutes.

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President,
first let me state that I submit this
amendment to the committee amend-
ment on behalf of the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN] and myself,
He was kind enough to suggest to me
that he would allow me to make a choice
between his amendment and mine. It is
very difficult to make a choice; the only
difference is one of language. However,
inasmuch as I am more familiar with
the language of my amendment than I
am with the language of the amendment
of the Senator from Arkansas, I have
offered the amendment which I had pre-
sented the day before.

Mr. President, the purpose of this
amendment to the committee amend-
ment is to meet the very important ques-
tion of whether the Congress of the
United States is entitled to receive from
the officers and employees of the Gov-
ernment information with respect to the
duties which the Congress by law im-
poses upon the executive branch of the
Government. There has been a growing
practice on the part of executive agen-
cies to hide behind the policy—which
was inaugurated early in the Govern-
ment, by President George Washing-
ton—of not disclosing matters which are
clearly within the initiative of the Presi-
dent, if he feels that the public interest
would thus be jeopardized.

Congress has never undertaken by law
to interpret the power of the Executive
to withhold information, because in the
early days of our Government it was not
the practice of the departments to refuse
to the Congress of the United States in-
formation concerning the general laws
which were enacted.

However, as I have stated, in recent
years there has been a tendency, as the
executive branch of the Government has
increased in size, for even subordinate
officials to withhold from Congress evi-
dence as to what they were doing with
the funds appropriated to their agencies
by the Congress.

In an opinion submitted to the House
Committee on Government Operations,
the Attorney General cited some of the
old cases in which the Supreme Court
upheld the right of an individual, under
the Bill of Rights, to refuse to answer
questions irrelevant to investigations
which Congress was making. None of
those decisions has any application
whatsoever to an investigation by Con-
gress of the activities of the executive
departments with respect to the duties
imposed upon them by law. There is a
difference between the right of an in-
dividual citizen not to be interrogated
by Congress in matters which are pro-
tected by the Bill of Rights, and the re-
fusal of an officer of the Government to
give the Congress of the United States
answers, information, data, and papers
which bear upon the execution of the
very power provided by the law.

In the opinion by the Attorney Gen=-
eral, the case against Mr. Daugherty, a
brother of the Attorney General during
the administration of Mr. Harding, was
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cited, but that case clearly held, when
it was finally adjudicated by the Su-
preme Court, that Congress undoubtedly
had the right to obtain information
bearing upon legislation and bearing
upon the interests of the United States.

The constitutional power of the Con-
gress to appropriate money to the ex-
ecutive department is very clearly stated
in the Constitution:

No money shall be drawn from the
Treasury, but in consequence of appropria=-
tions made by law; and a regular state-
ment and account of the receipts and ex-
penditures of all public money shall be
published from time to time,

Words could not be clearer. The
amendment which we offer tonight is
clearly within that constitutional power
of Congress, clearly within the constitu-
tional provision which was designed to
protect the public funds raised by taxa-
tion from the people of the United
States.

‘We have before us a bill which author=
izes the appropriation to the President
of billions of dollars. These funds are
so great that it is utterly impossible for
the President himself to expend them,
so0 he must recruit a large office force
of individuals whose appointments are
never confirmed by the Senate or by the
Congress, and who are never known by
the Congress. So we propose to insert
in the bill a new section, on page 46, be-
tween lines 5 and 6. Let me read it
again:

Sec. 538. Furnishing of information to
congressional committees: Upon the request
of any appropriate committee of the Senate
or House of Representatives, any joint com-
mittee of the two Houses, or any subcom-
mittee of any such committee, any officer
or employee of the Government having in-
formation, or having custody of documents
or other data, relating to the programs be-
ing administered wunder this act, shall
promptly furnish any such information,
documents, or other data to such commit«
tee or subcommittee.

The Foreign Relations Committee,
through its chairman, has announced
upon this floor its purpose to examine
into the methods and the manner in
which these funds are expended.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Wyoming has
expired.

Mr. O'MAHONEY.
2 more minutes.

If we do not have this section in the
bill, which makes it the duty of the
officers and officials who are to admin-
ister this huge appropriation to furnish
information, we are surrendering the
power of Congress to make appropria-
tions.

I shall never forget one day when I
was walking from the Capitol to the
Senate Office Building with former Vice
President Jack Garner. He had been
Speaker of the House of Representatives.
There had been a considerable debate—
upon which subject I have forgotten at
the moment, but it affected the delega-
tion of congressional power to the Execu~
tive. Jack Garner said to me, “Young
man”—I was a young man in those
days—“when the dome of that Capitol
breaks down, the Republic is lost.”

1 yield myself
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‘What he meant was that when Con-
gress loses its power to supervise the ex-
penditure of the people’s money, the
democratic government bequeathed to us
by the Founding Fathers is gone.

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN] such
time as he may desire.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Arkansas is recognized.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mryr. President, I
am very happy to be associated with the
distinguished Senator from Wyoming in
sponsoring this amendment. Without
knowing that he had filed his amend-
ment, I had prepared a similar amend-
ment and had it printed, with the inten-
tion of offering it. After learning that
he had an amendment with the same
objective, which I am confident is ade-
quate in its provisions to achieve the
results I desire, I was glad to withhold
the amendment I had intended to offer,
and I am happy to support his amend-
ment.

As chairman of the Government Op-
erations Committee, and particularly as
chairman of the Permanent Investi-
gating Subcommittee of the Government
Operations Committee, I have had some
unhappy experiences in trying to get

from the executive branch of the Gov- ~

ernment information which was consid-
ered pertinent and vital, and which
would have provided information for the
Congress which it should have had in
the performance of its legislative func-
tion. Some of the documents which
have been withheld and denied to the
committee have been withheld on the
pretext that they were interoffice mem-
oranda, that they were working papers
in the executive branch of the Govern-
ment, and that therefore they were not
final in the sense that they represented
a final decision, and therefore Congress
ﬁas not entitled to have such informa-
on,

I should like to give a concrete illus-
tration. We are all familiar with the
Battle Act, and what it was intended
to do. During the course of the discus-
sion of the pending bill, we have heard
about the problem of our allies selling
strategic materials to our potential
enemy, while at the same time they have
been receiving benefits from the foreign
aid legislation.

After negotiations with our allies as to
what materials and goods should be em-
bargoed, and as to which were strategic
from a war sense and should not be
shipped, in order to prevent the poten-
tial enemy from getting what he needs
to build up his war machine, 16 countries
in all, principally the NATO countries,
entered into an international agreement
and understanding that certain items,
consisting of more than 450 in number
and description, were not to be sold by
our allies. Such an agreement con-
tinued until July 1954, at which time
what is known as the COCOM confer-
ence convened in Paris, for the purpose
of downgrading and decontrolling a
number of items which had been on the
strategic list and under control and em-
bargo by our own country and by our
allies. It is to provide military aid and
economic aid to those countries that the
pending measure is designed.
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Before the COCOM conference met,
there was organized within the executive
branch of the Government a committee
composed of representatives from the
different agencies and departments in-
volved. This committee was called the
Joint Operating Committee, or JOC.
Representatives of the Defense Depart-
ment and other agencies of the Govern-
ment came before that committee and
made their representations with respect
to the strategic value and importance of
various of the 450 items which were on
the list of materials under control and
embargo.

Mr. President, I can say, without any
fear whatever that my statement can be
successfully contradicted or challenged,
that in every instance where strategic
items were later decontrolled, they were
decontrolled over the protests of experts
and technicians and those most highly
qualified in our own Department of
Defense.

Mr. President, I am about to say that
they were not agreed upon to be decon-
trolled at the COCOM conference; in the
final analysis one man on the Joint Op-
erating Committee made the decision,
and his decision was made over the rec-
ommendations of the military branch of
* the Government.

We asked for those papers. We
thought we had a right to learn upon
what basis a nonmilitary, ecivil service
employee sat at the head of a commit-
tee of that kind, and, over the highest
and best military advice available to the
Government, took that action. Not
only that, but the very best advice of
experts who were called in from the
outside, who were familiar with the use
of the tools and the instrumentalities
which were under consideration for de-
control, was rejected.

Yet information as to how the proc-
esses of the executive branch of the
Government work in the expenditure of
billions of dollars of American money is
denied to Congress on the ground that
it is confidential and inside office memo-
randa and working material of the
executive branch, and that therefore
Congress has no business looking at it.

What did we find a few days ago? We
read an announcement of the publica-
tion of a book containing the inside story
of this administration. Of what was
that book made up? It was made up, at
least in part, by the same character of
material and documents, except on a
higher level—that of the Cabinet it-
self—being made available to a private,
preferred citizen, a preferred reporter of
the press, who was permitted to examine
and review the most secret of documents
in that area of the executive branch of
the Government. He was permitted to
use those documents as a basis for the
writing of a book for publication for
private profit.

That is the issue with which we are
confronted. I am not opposed to the
book being written. I am not angry or
offended that such a book is to be pub-
lished. Congress can sit silent and
quiescent in the face of such treatment
if it likes, but I do not propose to be
silent about it; I shall register my pro-
test by undertaking by my vote to write
into a law, which proposes to spend bil-
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lions of dellars abroad, a provision which
will let Congress have the information
on how the inside of the Government
works in the expenditure of those bil-
lions of dollars.

If the executive branch of the Gov-
ernment is free to make available secret
documents to free enterprise and for
profit, and for the benefit of a reporter,
then Congress certainly should have the
right to know what goes on in connec-
tion with the expenditure of billions of
dollars of mutual-security funds.

I agree with what the able and dis-
tinguished Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
O’'ManoNEY] said about the responsibil-
ity of Congress with regard to the purse
strings of the Government. The Gov-
ernment cannot spend $1 unless Con-
gress appropriates it. The money for
foreign aid will not be appropriated un-
less the pending bill is passed. If we pass
the hill to authorize the appropriations,
let us say at the same time that Congress
expects to look at how the money is
expended, that it expects to get the rec-
orcs pertaining to the expenditure, and
that we wish to know what is faking
place.

Mr. President, this is a serious, a vital
matter. The executive branch of the
Government, on the flimsiest pretense,
denies Congress the records of its stew-
ardship with respect to the money Con=-
gress appropriates.

I believe it is time to make it a matter
of law that when we provide for the
expenditure of billions of dollars to aid
our allies, as we do by this measure, we
have a right to look at how the processes
work in connection with such expendi-
ture. Iam happy to support the amend-
ment of the distinguished Senator from
Wyoming.

Mr. OMAHONEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am happy to
yield.

Mr, O'MAHONEY., The Senator from
Arkansas is chairman of the Committee
on Government Operations. In con-
nection with the work of that commitiee,
he has received a great deal of informa-
tion about the activities of the Govern-
ment under the laws passed by Congress,
and he has also been denied, over and
over again, information by representa-
tives of the executive department. Is
that correct?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I can say that is
true. Not only has information been
withheld, but employees and officers of
the Government in the executive de-
partment have been instructed not to
testify before the committee with respect
to matters within their knowledge.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Do we not know
as individual Senators that throughout
the world, where this money is going and
where contracts for its expenditure are
being made, that there are persons and
there are governments which are not
above corruption?

Mr. McCLELLAN. We certainly know
that to be so.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Is there any basis
in logic or patriotism on which any per-
son can say that Congress should not
have the power to get information on
these subjects?
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Mr. McCLELLAN. - I will not say that
to the constituents I represent.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
am appalled that on the floor of the
Senate tonight there are so few Mem-
bers listening to the discussion of this
amendment. They Eknow the huge
amount of money which is authorized
to be appropriated and to be expended
the Lord knows where by persons whom
we do not know under methods of which
we have no information and can get
none.

Is it not true that we have heard some
say that this is an unconstitutional
amendmeni? Is there anything uncon-
stitutional about it?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I do not see any-
thing unconstitutional about it.

Mr. President, I may say, in answer
to the Senator from Wyoming, that the
Congress, under the Constitution, has
the power even to impeach the Presi-
dent of the United States for malfeasance
in office. If Congress has the power to
impeach the President of the United
States for malfeasance in office, cer-
tainly it has the power to inquire into
the actions and the official conduct of
the executive branch of the Government.
To say we do not have the power to fol-
low through on appropriations we make
is saying that Congress under the Con-
stitution is impotent and powerless.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President,
how much time do we have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wyoming has 4 minutes
remaining,

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, we
hope there will be some voice raised in
opposition, if there be any opposition
to the amendment.

Mr. President, it is 20 minutes to 8.
I ask unanimous consent that a quorum
call may be had without taking any of
the 4 minutes remaining on the part of
the supporters of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
sugeest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to eall
the roll.

Mr., O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, T
ask for the yeas and nays on the amend-
ment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four
minutes remain under the control of the
Senator from Wyoming, and there are
30 minutes in opposition to the amend-
ment,

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield myself 10 minutes or so much
thereof as I may need.

Mr, President, I rise in opposition to
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Wyoming. I subscribe to the point
of view that the Congress of the United
States has a right to get the information
which it needs in the performance of
its legislative duties,
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In the Foreign Relations Committee
on which I am privileged to serve, and
in the Committee on Appropriations on
which I serve with the distinguished
Senator from Arkansas, we have time
and time again made requests for in-
formation—even information of the
highest classification the Government of
the United States possesses—and it has
been forthcoming. There has not, to
my knowledge, at least, been a single bit
of information withheld in relation to
our mutual-aid program. The State
Department, the Department of Defense,
the International Cooperation Admin-
istration, have brought up and laid be-
fore the committee all the details. We
have had the testimony of the highest
officials of the Government. Members
of the committee who were not satisfied
that certain pieces of information had
been developed in the official presenta-
tion requested additional information,
and such information was furnished to
the committee.

I do not believe a single member of the
Committee on Foreign Relations will say
that there has been one iota of informa-
tion withheld by the State Department,
the Defense Department, or the Inter-
national Cooperation Administration in
regard to the important measure wmch
is now before the Senate.

I do not know of a single insta.nce of
information having been withheld from
the Committee on Appropriations when
that committee desired it.

I have had some contacts with some of
the members of the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations and learned that
certain information to which they felt
they were entitled had not been given to
them. I personally discussed the mat-
ter at the highest levels of the Govern-
ment and pointed out that, in my judg-
ment, at least, the committee was en-
titled to have that information in the
performance of its legislative duty. I
was informed that representatives of the
executive branch did go before the com-
mittee and present the Battle Act list and
certain other information under a secu-
rity classification. Iam notin a position
to know whether the classification put on
that information was justified or not. I
believe it was done, however, in the
discretion of the official. But I was told
that the information had been presented
to the committee.

I recognize that under the Constitu-
tion, if Congress has a deep and a vital
interest in getting a particular piece of
. information, and if Congress wants to
fulfill its constitutional responsibilities,
there is a way Congress can get the infor-
mation, and that is by saying to any ad-
ministration, whether it be a Republican
or Democratic—and I hope this will not
happen if the matter is not of the gravest
concern to Congress—"“Under the Con-
stitution Congress has control of the
purse strings. If we do not get the in-
formation, you will not get the money
to operate the department.”

There is no doubt that Congress has
the power to say to any administration,
“If Congress does not get the informa-
tion, you will not get the money with
which to operate the department or the
agency or the policy.”
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But that is an entirely different sort
of situation from making public every
interagency memorandum and personal
conversation. From George Washing=-
ton’s time, the Executive has chal=
lenged—and I think has properly chal-
lenged—every attempt to invade the
right of the President of the United
States to consult with his advisers in pre-
liminary discussions leading up to the
final determination of a policy.

We know that the committees of Con-
gress are always busy. The responsibili-
ties of all of us are spread very thin in
order to carry on our work so the burdens
are sometimes passed on to subcommit-
tees. Then, in conducting our burden-
some duties in Congress, sometimes the
subcommittees become subcommittees of
one. Then, sometimes a subcommittee
of one becomes so busy that the work is
passed on to the staff.

If the information desired by a com-
mittee is to be obtained according to the
intent of the amendment, pretty soon
we shall have staff members demanding
of the executive branch of the Govern-
ment certain information, much of which
is entitled to be confidential in nature.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Does the Senator
from California not acknowledge that
there is nothing in the amendment
which would enable any staff member to
demand anything of any department?
The amendment is carefully drawn so as
to provide that the authorized commit-
tees shall have the right to obtain the
information.

Mr. ENOWLAND. That is the point
of view of the Senator from Wyoming on
the situation. But I say that in past
administrations there has been a general
searching out of information generally.

I think it is clear that from the first
administration in our country’s history
there has been on this question a differ-
ence of opinion hetween the executive
branch and the legislative arm of the
Government.

All I point out is that if the subject is
important enough, Congress has the
power to get the information. But it
will require the power of the Senate or
the House of Representatives as a body
to get it by saying to the executive
branch, “If you do not give us the infor-
mation, we will not give you the funds.”
On that basis, I think we are standing
on sound constitutional ground.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD, I myself am in fa-
vor of the purpose of the amendment,
but I shall vote against it. My reason for
doing so is that I think a question of this
magnitude should be considered on its
own feet and be voted up or down ac-
cordingly. I do not think this is the time
to offer such a proposal, because I do not
believe it will have any force so far as the
President is concerned.

If a bill were reported by the Commit-
tee on Government Operations, which I
believe has had some trouble along this
line, as have other committees, then I
think the matter would be given more
consideration, and I would be willing to
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vote for such a bill. If a measure of
that kind could be passed, and then
there was any difficulty, the question
could be taken to the Supreme Court for
final adjudication.

I have been somewhat disturbed by
the information contained in the book
published by Mr. Robert Donovan, of
the New York Herald Tribune, because
evidently this man, who has no official
connection with the Government, hut is
an excellent reporter, has written an ex-
ceedingly good book, and has had access
to information which the senatorial com-
mittee, duly authorized, has not been
able to acquire.

Mr. KNOWLAND, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Ido not wish to en-
gage in a detailed discussion, but books
have been written in past administra-
tions, including recent administrations,
the material for which undoubtedly was
withheld from Congress, or at least was
not made available to Congress, but was
published as memoirs, or otherwise, for
profit.

Mr. MANSFIELD. But none of them
was written so well-as this one, or so
interestingly.

Mr. JACKSON. And the timing was
perfect.,

Mr. KNOWLAND. For whom?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from California yield?

Mr. KNOWLAND, I yield.

Mr. SPAREKMAN. I suppose all of us
are in accord with some of the points
which have been advanced as to the de-
sirability of Congress being given the
information it needs. I share very much
the feeling of the Senator from Mon-
tana, provided a proposal such as the
one contained in the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Wyoming has
been worked over by a committee and
reported to the Senate in a form which
is believed to be constitutional. The
amendment as offered relates only to
programs carried on under the Mutual
Security Act.

In dealing with the mutual security
program—in fact, in dealing with all the
programs with which the Committee on
Foreign Relations deals—is the Senator
from California aware of any time or
any occasion when the committee has
been denied any information which it
requested from any department of the
Government relating to the program
under consideration?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will say cate-
gorically that I do not know of a single
instance, in the period of time I have
served on the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations, and during the entire considera-
tion of the bill, when there was a single
item of information which was denied
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from California has ex-
pired.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield myselt an
additional 5 minutes.

Mr. SPAREMAN. I wonder if we
might consider one example which arose
in the course of the hearings., The Sen-
ator from California will remember that
in discussing problems relating to Tur-
key, for instance, mention was made of



11386

the Randall Commission report, which
was a highly classified document at the
time. I said I thought it would be help-
ful to the committee if the report were
made available to us. Promptly, the
Randall Commission report was made
available to the committee. The same
thing has been true of many other doc-
uments and pieces of information which
the committee has required. Is that not
true? -

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is correct;
and some of them have been of the
highest type of classification.

I happen to serve also on the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy, of which
the distinguished Senator from New
Mexico is the chairman. The topmost
secrets of the Government are made
available daily to that committee. The
committee is in constant contact with
the Atomic Energy Commission, and the
fullest of information is supplied. There
is no information in that field which is
denied to the Joint Commitiee on Atomic
Energy.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. Certainly so far as
the operations under the mutual security
program are concerned, the Committee
on Foreign Relations has never had cause
to complain, has it?

Mr. KNOWLAND. No; I believe that
is correct.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. This is a sub-
ject which has interested me during all
the years I have been in the Senate. It
involves a fundamental question. If
such a procedure is to be adopted, it
should be adopted on its own merits, and
should not be tied in to the mutual
security bill.

Furthermore, the language of the
amendment is so broad that, as I inter-
pret it, under the phrase “any such in-
formation, documents, or other data,”
Congress could ask for a man's personal
opinions or for his personal papers, and
the committee would be entitled to get
them.

I heartily agree with what the Senator
from California has said. I hope that if
the question comes before the Senate for
consideration, it will come in the way the
Senator from Montana has suggested—
namely, on its own feet—and that there
can be a good, clear debate on a very
important question.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am very sympa-
thetic to the objective of the amend-
ment. With reference to the adminis-
tration, I may remind the Senator from
California that the day before yesterday,
in a subcommittee meeting, the Admin-
istrator of the USIA refused to furnish
information which I requested. I do not
know whether the refusal is final or not.
It was as of that time. I think the Ad-
ministrator will refuse to give it. But I
hope the administration will keep its
record as unblemished in that instance
as the minority leader thinks it is gen-
erally. However, I think that was an
arbitrary attitude on the part of the
Administrator.
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I believe the matter should be handled
on its own merits in a separate bill, be-
cause this poor bill dealing with foreign
mutual aid has so many obstacles to over-
come to get enacted that I would hate to
include in it a provision wholly contro-
versial in its nature and involving a con-
stitutional question. I would vote for a
bill which would accomplish what the
amendment seeks to accomplish, because
I think certain agents have been arbi-
trary. I think Mr. Streibert was arbi-
trary the day before yesterday. The
Senator from California was there. He
knows what Mr. Streibert refused to fur-
nish to the subcommittee.

Mr. KNOWLAND. In fairness, I will
say this to the Senator. I sat in that
hearing. I had to leave before it was
finally concluded. I did not interpret the
statement of Mr. Streibert, in response to
the inquiry, as being a refusal to furnish
the information requested. I think he
pointed out reasons why he felt the in-
formation should not be furnished. I
do not think the distinguished chairman
of the committee, who is also chairman of
the subcommittee, pressed him or asked
the committee to vote to get that infor-
mation. If the Senator feels it is essen-
tial that he have that information, I
shall certainly be prepared, as a member
of the committee, to support him in ef-
forts to get it, and I am confident he will
get it. I am sure the Senator knows
some of the background with regard to
that information, and why Mr. Streibert
felt he should not release it at that time.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I say, I hope he
does keep the record clear. It was a ten-
tative refusal. He said he did not wish to
give the information; he was not ready
to give it; he had reasons why he did not
want to give it. |

The Senator from California is cor-
rect when he states the witness was not
pressed at that time. It was the first
hearing on that subject. I was not suffi-
ciently sure in my own mind whether the
committee should have the information.

I have come to the conclusion that to
clutter the bill with a very controversial
matter is not very good procedure. We
shall have enough difficulty enacting the
pending legislation, without including
in it a major problem which affects many
other activities of the Government, and
using this bill as a guinea pig. That is
my only objection to the proposal. I
think it has great merit as a separate
proposal, and that something should be
done about the matter.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I wish to thank the
Senator from Arkansas for his remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BisLE in the chair). The time of the
Senator from California has expired.

Mr. OMAHONEY. Mr. President,
will the Senator allow me time?

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I merely wish to
say-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wyoming has 4 minutes
on his own time.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I shall not use the
whole time remaining to me. I wish to
point to an instance in which former
Governor Stassen issued a statement at
Denver, Colo,, saying that, under a Presi-
dential directive, he was going to expend
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some $10 million, just before the last
election, for the purchase of coal. There
never was a Presidential directive to that
effect, but millions were spent for that
purpose.

Mr., JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Does the Senator recall how much Mr.
Stassen spent to send some friends
abroad to play Santa Claus?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. No.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
If the Senator will examine the record,
I think he will find out how much Mr.
Stassen spent.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will-
the Senator yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. McCARTHY. In connection with
the statement made by the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. SparkMAN] with respect
to information being denied, I want to
ask the Senator if he knows that Mr.
Stassen appeared before the Appropria=
tions Committee and admitted that, in
addition to a classification for security
reasons, he had a new classification in
the mutual-aid program, whereby he
stamped documents “for official use
only,” and practically any aid admin-
istering the mutual-aid program could so
stamp documents and they would not be
ggaﬂable to the Appropriations Commit-

€.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, do
I have any time remaining to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wyoming has 2 minutes
remaining to him.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Letme say a word
in conclusion. Every Senator who votes
against this amendment, even though
it is applied only to the pending bill, is
by his vote saying to all the hundreds
and thousands of employees of sub-
ordinate grade in the executive depart-
ments expending these billions of dol-
lars that they need not make an account
thereof to the Congress of the United
States. All they have to do is refuse,
under the umbrella of the Executive
stamp of secrecy.

Mr. SPARKMAN and Mr. KNOW-
LAND addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Wyoming yield, and
if so, to whom?

Mr,. O'MAHONEY. Ihave only 1 min-
ute remaining.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield 1 minute to the Senator from Ala-
bama.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Mr. President, I
for one plan to vote against the amend-
ment. I certainly do not subscribe to
the idea which has just been stated by
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
O’'MaHONEY], and I am not willing to
have those words put in my mouth, be-
cause I am making no such statement.
I believe information required by com-
mittees in order to do their work ought
to be supplied. I have said that, so far
as the Foreign Relations Committee is
concerned, and I limit it to that, we have
been amply supplied with the informa-
tion we have requested.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me?
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Mr. KNOWLAND. T yield 1 minute
to the Senator from Minnesota.

~ Mr. THYE. I propose to vote against
the amendment. I do not think the Sen-
ator from Wyoming, by the statement he
made, had any intention to convey the
idea to those of us who are present in
this Chamber, or to those who may read
the Recorp that the executive agencies
which administer this fund would deny
to the Congress the right to any informa-
tion concerning the funds which had
been expended.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I fully concur in
the statement made by the Senator from
Minnesota. If anyone in any executive
agency capriciously seeks to keep infor-
mation from the Congress, he had bet-
ter read the Constitution with reference
to the congressional control of the purse-
strings. There is no question in my mind
that if Congress want information
badly enough, it can either get it or cut
off funds for the agency refusing to give
the information requested.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator yield back the time remaining
to him?

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield back the
time remaining to me.

Mr. OMAHONEY. I yield back the
time remaining to me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment of the Senator from
Wyoming has been yielded back. The
yeas and nays have been ordered on the
amendment, and the clerk will call the
roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll.

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp]l,
the Senator from Texas [Mr, DANIEL],
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
GreeEN], the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. HumpHREYS], the Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. Lairp], the Senator
from Washington [Mr. MaGNUuson], the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RuUsseLL],
and the Senator from North Carolina
[Mr, Scorr] are absent on official busi-
ness.

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr,
NeeLY] is necessarily absent. :

On this vote, the Senator from Texas
[Mr. DanIEL] is paired with the Senator
from Kentucky [Mr, HuMPHREYS], If
present and voting, the Senator from
Texas would vote “yea” and the Senator
from Kentucky would vote “nay.”

On this vote the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. Green], the Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. Neery] and the Sen-
ator from North Carolina [Mr. Scorr],
if present and voting, would each vote
llnay.!l

Mr., SALTONSTALL. I announce
that the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
CareEHART] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate for the purpose of attending the
Indiana Republican State Convention.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr.
JENNER] is necessarily absent,

The Senators from Kansas [Mr. CARL~
soNn and Mr. ScHoEpPEL], the Senator
from Towa [Mr. MarTIiN], and the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin [Mr, WILEY] are
absent on official business,

If present and voting, the Senator
from Kansas [Mr. CarLson], the Sen-
ator from Iowa [Mr. MarTiN], and the
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Senator from Kansas [Mr, SCHOEPPEL]
would each vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 23,
nays 58, as follows:

YEAS—23
Bible Humphrey, MeClellan
Bricker Minn, Murray
Chavez Jackson O’Mahoney
Douglas Johnston, S. C. Stennis
Eastland Kennedy Symington
Ellender Langer ‘Willlams
Ervin Long ‘Wofford
Frear McCarthy Young

NAYS—58
Alken George Millikin
Allott Goldwater Monroney
Anderson Gore Morse
Barrett Hayden Mundt
Beall Hennings Neuberger
Bender Hickenlooper Pastore
Bennett Hill Payne
Bridges Holland Potter
Bush Hruska Purtell
Butler Ives Robertson
Case, N. J. Johnson, Tex. Saltonstall
Case, 8. Dak Kefauver Smathers
Clements Kerr Smith, Malne
Cotton Enowland Smith, N. J.
Curtis Kuchel Sparkman
Dirksen Lehman Thye
Duff Malone Watkins
Dworshak Mansfield Welker
Flanders Martin, Pa.
Fulbright McNamara

NOT VOTING—15
Byrd Jenner Scott
Capehart Laird Wiley
Carlson Magnuson
Daniel Martin, Iowa
Green Neely
Humphreys, Russell
Ky. Schoeppel

So the amendment offered by Mr,
O’ManoNeY, for himself and Mr. Mc-
CrLELLAN, to the committee amendment
was rejected.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, I offer the amendment
which I send to the desk and ask to have

it stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. Af the proper

place in the committee amendment, it is
proposed to insert the following:

That after the expiration of 90 days follow-
ing the effective date of this act none of the
funds appropriated for furnishing economic
assistance to foreign countries shall be obli-
gated for expenditure until the exemptions
for taxpayers and their spouses and depend-
ents have been increased to $700.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, the reason I am offering
the amendment is to call attention to the
situation which exists in the United
States today: That we cannot afford to
increase the exemptions for dependents
from $600 to $700, but we can give away
billions of dollars to foreign countries.

I have always been against giving away
our money to foreign countries. This
foreign-aid bill which is now before the
United States Senate contains provisions
for the giving away of billions of dol-
lars of American income to foreign gov-
ernments.

The money in this bill will be collected
in the years to come from the taxpayers
of the United States. It represents hard-
earned dollars of American workers and
American industry. If is a pity that no
provision is contained in the Constitu-
tion of the United States to require Con-
gress, when money is given away like
this, to notify the taxpayers with little
pink slips, as faithfully as they receive
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their income-tax notices, and to tell
them, “We in the Senate today gave
away billions of dollars to foreign gov-
ernments for which you will be billed
next April 15" Then, if we changed
general election day from November to
April 15, I believe there would be some
changes made in the way we give away
the taxpayers’ money abroad.

I do not oppose foreign giveaway pro-
grams for reasons of political expediency.
I oppose them from a practical, logical
standpoint in the interest of the Ameri-
can taxpayer and the welfare of this
country. Certainly, if I had polities in
mind regarding foreign-aid programs, I
would have been supporting them years
ago when they were popular. I remem-
ber well that in 1950 when I was seeking
reelection, my opposition to foreign aid
was thrown at me from every stump in
South Carolina. But with consistency
and with the welfare of my people at
heart, I have stuck with my position
throughout the years.

My opposition to foreign giveaway pro-
grams has always been based upon logi-
cal reasoning considering what would
happen as a result of these programs. I
warned, on many occasions, that our pro-
gram to develop the so-called undevel-
oped and underprivileged areas of the
world would backfire.

I warned that if we helped to indus-
trialize new or degenerated industrial
areas, low world raw material prices and
cheap labor would cause us to lose our
world markets. Never did I dream that
this administration would lower import
quotas to this country so that we would
even lose our domestic markets. But
this is what they did at Geneva when
the State Department signed the GATT
treaty.

I warned that if we built dams and
furnished equipment and money for ir-
rigation and other assistance to develop
agriculture abroad we would live to see
our farmers suffer from foreign compe=-
tition.

These two warnings went unheeded;
and today the farmers of America and
the textile industry and workers of
America are suffering more than at any
time since the great depression result-
ing from the last Republican administra-
tion.

I made a third, and yet unheeded
warning, that eventually we would be
expected annually to support our for-
eign beneficiaries as regularly and as
firmly as we do ourselves. I also pre-
dicted that the cost of this program
would prevent us from ever paying off
the national debt and from ever bring-
ing substantial tax relief to our people.

My colleagues, such is the case today.
Were it not for foreign aid today we
would be balancing our budget, retiring
our debts, and cutting taxes. Foreign
governments still owe us more than $17
billion from World War I. I ask, what
good did all this aid from World War
I accomplish? Italy received over $2
billion from us but it did us no good
in 1939 or 1941. At the outset of World
‘War II, France owed us over $5 billion,
and England over $7 billion from World
War I, but we had to start all over in
1939 with lend-lease and again with
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more aid after World War II, until the
present day.

During World War II we loaned more
than $42 billion to foreign governments,
including over $10 billion to Russia,
nearly $30 billion to China, and $18 mil-
lion to Yugoslavia. I need not ask what
this money, material, or whatever it was,
accomplished at this time. Certainly it
had its effect in winning World War II,
but it made no friends for us. There is
no gratitude for the mutual aid rendered
at that time.

I think it necessary to point out here
that only recently it was disclosed that
cotton raised in Egypt was being traded
off to Red Czechoslovakia for arms which
were being used by Egypt to create a
crisis in the Near East. This is the same
Egypt the State Department wants to
send money and technical aid to assist
in the construction of dams and irriga-
tion projects to help Egypt develop its
arid lands. She will, of course, grow
more cotton which will further glut the
world market and hurt our cotton farm-
ers. Only 2 weeks ago Egypt flaunted
its Communist-supplied military might
before the free world in a display of
Middle East strength. Obviously, our
previous aid of more than $26 million to
that country did little good in our behalf.

But the principal figure of note is the
post World War II grants we have given
foreign countries. This figure is well
over $51 billion, all of it going for agri-
cultural, industrial, and other so-called
“recovery” programs for so-called “war
weary” and “war torn” countries of the
world.

In addition to these programs, we have
donated nearly $3 billion to the Inter-
national Monetary Fund and about one-
half billion dollars to the International
Bank.

The grand total of these figures is
$117,042,902,280.07. Yes, that means we
have loaned and given away more than
117 billion dollars to foreign countries
with no expectation of ever getting it
back.

Mr. President, the picture is very black
as I see it. The leadership has failed
us. We have daily distortions from the
White House and executive offices that
are devised to fool and divide us.

The one-world theorists are firmly en-
trenched and our only weapon to curtail
their subtle program of amalgamating
America with the rest of the world is to
cut off their money. These people I
speak of in the State Department and
elsewhere want to do away with every
conceivable difference between us and
the rest of the world. For years they
have been working like beavers tearing
down trade protection barriers, immigra-
tion walls, money exchanges and the
like until it is now easier for a foreign
government to contact and get assistance
from Washington than it is for an Amer-
ican citizen.

Frankly, I am fed up with it all and
I think it is time Congress woke up to
what is going on.

I want to use the American textile in-
dustry as an example of what can and
will happen to every taxpayer, worker,
business and industry in America if we
fail to alter our course. It all takes a
pattern, and I believe the pattern in the
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textile industry fits the situation pre-
cisely. When I refer to the textile in-
dustry, I mean every textile employee
and the small main street businessmen
who depend upon the textile economy.

After World War II, we undertook a
program to rehabilitate poor war-torn,
war-weary Japan. Nobody then wor-
ried about the war-weary, tax-bur-
dened, ration-ridden American public.

Out went the dollars to Japan. We
gave $3 billion in aid to Japan. As late
as last year, we gave over $30 million
to Japan. In addition, we have author-
ized credit and loans up to $620 million
to that country. This was coupled with
technical aid, patent rights, machinery,
and other guidance—all of it going to
build up the Japanese textile industry.
It was a plaything at first. Then, as
we relaxed our grip and settled back in
our easy chair feeling like sanctified
philanthropists, the Japanese textile in-
dustry began growing like a fire out of
control. In a short time the Japanese
industry had surpassed its home con-
sumption and began reaching out for
foreign markets. First a little here, a
little there, and then came GATT.

The same silk-gloved hands of the
one-world theorists that had dipped into
our Treasury and industry to put the
Japanese on their feet—these same top-
hatters who have asked us once again
to dip into the Treasury to help other
countries—these same State Department
officials—delivered the death blow to our
textile industry at GATT and thereby
took one more step in their program to
internationalize America, They gave
the Japanese tremendous concessions on
trade agreements, allowing the Japanese
to strike at our domestic markets in full
force with their cheap textile products
made with 15 cents an hour labor, and
25 cents a pound world cotton.

When the GATT agreement was an-
nounced, I denounced it and warned that
the American textile industry was op-
erating on a thin profit margin of less
than half of what other industries were
operating under.

I stated last year on June 15 that the
textile workers of America would re-
member Geneva June T as infamously
as we all remember Pearl Harbor De-

.cember 7.

On June 23, 1955, I announced I would
support an import quota program to halt
Japanese goods from coming into Amer-
ica and destroying the industry. I was
met with implications from the admin-
istration that I was shooting at buga-
boos and no threat to the textile industry
existed.

On July 2, last year, I wired the Presi-
dent of the United States urging him to
intervene and correct the damage done
at GATT before it seriously affected our
domestic textile industry and caused a
depression.

I was advised that no serious threat to
the industry existed, and that if the in-
dustry was suffering that it should either
seek relief through the Tariff Commis-
sion or through the Secretary of Agricul-
ture.

I would like to state here that little
relief for the textile employees and in-
dustrialists of America can be expected
from the Tariff Commission,
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In the first place, the workings of the
Commission are so slow and cumbersome
that by the time it gets around to ac-
knowledging trouble and the need for
help, the industry concerned is usually
already gone on the rocks.

The velveteen industry is a good ex-
ample of the situation. One of three
mills in this industry producing velvet-
een has already gone out of business,
and the Commission is just now complet-
ing the holding of hearings on the vel-
veteen industry’s plea for help which was
filed over 6 months ago.

In 6 months a depression can swoop
down and close the entire textile indus-
try while the Commission deliberates
such problems. Furthermore, at these
belated hearings last week, one of the
most terrible examples of misuse of au-
thority I have ever heard of took place.
I have it on unimpeachable authority
that representatives of the American
textile industry appearing before this
American Commission for relief to save
jobs of American workers and American
industry, were subjected to cross-
examination by representatives of for-
eign governments, namely, Japanese in-
dustrialists who are so opposed to
textile quotas.

I am reliably informed, however, that
when these foreign representatives got
into questions regarding manufacturing
techniques of the American industry, the
Commission very graciously advised the
American representatives they did not
have to answer such questions,

To me, the fact that foreign govern-
ment representatives were even allowed
to cross-examine Americans before an
American Commission is revolting and
represents the degeneration that has
taken place in bureaucratic government.
It points up the need for Congress to
personally take up this matter and to
obstruct any such future situations by
halting all this foreign aid.

On July 22 an army general in Japan
stated that “hardly more than passing
concern” should be shown by Americans
toward the increasing flow of Japanese
textiles to this country. I immediately
denounced this general's statement and
declared the textile industry of America
was at the breaking point.

At intermittent times until January of
this year I protested the administration’s
callous attitude toward the textile in-
dustry’s plight and in January of this
year I pleaded with Secretary of Agri-
culture Benson to recommend to Presi-
dent Eisenhower to apply textile import
quotas against Japanese goods and save
the industry from further ruin and de-
pression, By this time there was al-
ready a rumble or two within and with-
out the textile industry of impending
disaster, Already some mills had slack-
ened their production.

On February 13 Secretary of Agricul-
ture Benson announced he would nof
recommend that the President do any-
thing to relieve the American textile in-
dustry through the use of section 22 of
the Agricultural Act and application of
textile import quotas.

I immediately informed Mr., Benson
on February 23rd that his Department’s
study and recommendations that mno
action be taken was a complete white-
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wash inasmuch as the figures used by
the Department for this study were in-
accurate and incomplete. At that time
I furnished Mr., Benson with further
figures which, of course, received no
favorable reply.

Later this year, I wrote Secretary of
Commerce Sinclair Weeks regarding a
statement of his which appeared in the
leading press publications quoting him
as stating the textile industries face
“serious problems.” Among other
things Mr. Weeks said that textile im-
ports from foreign countries to the
United States “have seriously affected
some segments of the domestic textile in-
dustry, particularly the producers of vel-
veteens, ginghams, garments, and some
other cotton manufactured goods.”

I pointed out to Mr. Weeks in my letter
that the Bates Manufacturing Co. in
Maine had cut production 20 percent at
two of its major divisions, and advised
him of the curtailment of production at a
dozen other mills involving the incomes
and job security of nearly 12,000 textile
workers. At that time among the
mills affected were Berkshire-Hath-
away, which cut production 20 percent at
three Fall River, Mass., plants, and one
at North Adams, Mass. At the same
time I advised him that Ervin Mills in
North Carolina had cut down to a 4-day
workweek as had Aragon Mills in Geor-
gia. Brookside Mills, in Tennessee, has
halted production of 1,000 looms and
was considering closing down completely.
Since that time another mill in New
England has closed.

In my own State just 2 weeks ago
screaming headlines in the local press
announced the complete and uncondi-
tional closing down of the Camperdown
Mill in Greenville. This mill has been in
operation for 84 years and only once be-
fore during the dark depression had it
ceased to operate. It was at this mill
many years ago that my own mother as
a young girl had worked.

This latest development has thrown
more than 250 people out of work. In
announcing the closing of the mill, Syd-
ney Bruce, president of the company,
stated flatly that Japanese gingham im-
ports into this country were directly and
unquestionably responsible for the clos-
ing of his mill. I wish to quote here the
exact words of the president of this mill:

With the ever-increasing volume of im-
ports of Japanese ginghams into this coun-
try, the market for carded ginghams, which
we produce, has substantially disappeared.

We have been operating at a loss for the
past 2 years, and our inventories of finished
goods have been growing until they have
reached alarming proportions.

We have made every possible move to at-
tempt to find purchasers for our goods, but
in the face of Japanese competition we have
been forced to the conclusion that it is im-
possible for Camperdown Co. to continue in
operation.

No business can continue to operate if it
cannot sell its product.

Mr. President, I might add here, no
American business can continue to op-
erate when faced with unfair competi-
tion from a foreign industry which is
not only subsidized by the American
Government but is given special privi-
leges on the American market.
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On June 6 one of the Nation's hest
known and largest mills announced it
was curtailing production and postpon-
ing indefinitely a $10 million expansion
program in South Carolina “because of
Japanese throateutting” in the indus-
try. Col. Eliott White Springs, presi-
dent of Springs Mills, advised the Ches-
ter (8. C.) Chamber of Commerce in his
announcement:

I wrote you on February 24 that, due to
Japanese competition, we had to change our
balance and this gave us a surplus of yarn.
Therefore, we either had to curtail our pro-
duction or install additional looms. We
don’t like to curtail.

After your chamber offered us every co-
operation to put the looms in Chester, I
wrote you that I would consider enlarging
the Eureka plant if I could get permission
from the Seaboard to encroach on their
property, that I would consider enlarging
Springsteen if something could be done
about city taxes, and if something were done
about Japanese throatcutting.

Since that time the Japanese situation,
instead of improving, has deteriorated con-
siderably. They are gaining on us every day.
We gave them new machinery as reparations
for Pearl Harbor, and the CCC (Commodity
Credit Corporation) sells them the same cot-
ton I buy at 10 cents a pound less. We
have always been able to meet competition
without tears, but we can't lick the State
Department, the Secretary of Agriculture,
GATT, OTC, and the $64 billion giveaway
program while Congress twists our arm.

Therefore, we have been forced to revise
our plans and, instead of expanding, we are
going to have to curtail. It is with regret
that I tell you reluctantly the Springs cot-
ton mills operations will be reduced indefl-
nitely, and that we will have to postpone
our plans for installing additional looms.

By “indefinitely,” I mean until my cus-
tomers find out that all that is yellow is not
gold, or the public decides our textile in-
dustry is not part of foreign aid. If this
meets with the approval of the people of
Chester, I suggest they write President
Eisenhower and tell him how much they love
Secretary Dulles.

Prior to Mr. Springs’ announcement
the South Carolina textile manufac-
turers, meeting at Sea Island, Ga., issued
a new plea for the administration to
render assistance to the industry.
Meanwhile, more reports from other
States indicate further cuts can be ex-
pected in the industry. The reports are
almost daily, following the same pattern
of curtailed production, short work-
weeks and closing mills.

Another recent development has been
the placement of the Kendall Mills in
South Carolina on a 4-day workweek,
which is seriously affecting the incomes
and business stability in the Pelzer area
of my State.

The American textile industry last
year made an average profit of only 2.4
percent of its total sales. All other in-
dustries in the Nation made an average
net profit of 5.3 percent which is nearer
a normal profit margin., The Japanese
industry, to the contrary, by its own ad-
mission, currently is making an average
profit of more than 12 percent, or nearly
6 times that which the American indus-
tries are making. Let me read a Tokyo
dispatch appearing in the Cotton Trade
Journal, which is the international
weekly newspaper of the cotton industry:

Toryo, June 9.—Japan's “big ten"” cotton
spinners, who claimed to be in bad financial
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shape In October 1955, ended the next 6«
month period in April 1956, with profits that
averaged about 12 percent. A *“big ten™
spokesman claimed that in April 1956, spin-
ners were making a little over 850 a bale
when made up into cotton pilece goods.

The *“big ten” also manufacture rayon
and wool fabrics, and reports indicate that
profits on these have been good. But cot-
ton had the best record, doubling the 1855
May-October period profits during the No-
vember 1955-April 1956 period.

As a result all 10 companies have decided
to increase capital and have predicted that
the business term ending in October 1956,
would see even greater profits.

In every case of retrenchment by the
American textile industry—in every case
of a closing mill—in every case of an=~
nounced layoffs or curtailed production—
the officials and the workers involved
have blamed without reservation the in-
flux of cheap Japanese goods to this
country.

Mr. President, how can anyone meet
that kind of competition? It is a ques-
tion of 15 or 16 cents an hour labor com-
peting with $1 and $1.60 an hour.
American workers are paid 10 times as
much as the Japanese workers are paid.
I do not say that that is too much to
pay our workers. I believe that they
ought to be paid even more. However,
that is the kind of competition we must
meet.

Despite the charges of the industry
and responsible officials in the textile
world that the Japanese imports are to
blame for their difficulties, the admin-
istration, through its international-
minded diplomats, has callously ignored
the situation and has, instead, insisted
that the Japanese imports are not af-
fecting the industry.

It is not only a question of the amount
of the material that comes back to the
United States. The Japanese are forc-
ing the market down. For example, in
the field of cloth, the Japanese pro=-
ducers will make a raid on velveteen.
They make their sales in that field. The
market goes down. Then they pick out
towels, and the price of towels goes down.
The American producers cannot meet
that kind of competition. Then they
will turn their attention to sheets and
pillow cases. They take the articles one
at a time, until they force the market
down and until the American mills can-
not meet the competition and cannot
keep the wheels rolling and cannot keep
our workers employed because of the
unfair competition, Foreign aid has
done that.

Two weeks ago Monday a delegation
of citizens from Chester, S. C., met at
the State Department to urge some re-
lief be given to the American textile
industry and brought with them a peti-
tion bearing the names of 5,000 citizens
of that county who are suffering eco-
nomically as result of the depression
now sweeping the textile industry.

I advised the Senate of this meeting
at that time, but what I did not know
was what the administration would say
at the meeting, The Assistant Secretary
of State in charge of far eastern affairs,
backed up by a battery of 14 officials
from the State Department, the Agricul-
ture Department, and the Commerce
Department, flatly stated that the textile
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industry of America was not being af-
fected by Japanese imports to this
country.

This high official declared that the
American textile industry was using the
Japanese imports to this country as a
convenient scapegoat. This official said,
“If we did not have any Japanese tex-
tile industry, the American textile in-
dustry would still have the problem now
confronting it.” He even went so far
as to say that if the Japanese Islands
were to sink in the Pacific Ocean, the
American textile industry would still be
closing its mills and idling its employees.
He said the people had been completely
misinformed and that the Japanese tex-
tile industry was being used as a whip-
ping boy.

Those who attended the meeting were
astonished at the stubborn position held
by this official. One would think we
were discussing an American problem
with an official of the Japanese Govern-
ment and not a representative of the
United States. They claim to hold sym-
pathy for the industry, but they callously
ignore the situation and continue on
their road of appeasing the foreign in-
dustrialists at the sacrifice of the Amer-
ican industry.

I wish to remind the Senate of the
now famous “Dear Joe” letter that Ike
sent minority leader of the House of
Representatives, Joe MarTiv, last Feb-
ruary 17. President Eisenhower, in that
letter, among many other generalities,
told Mr. MarTiN, and I now quote from
his letter:

I wish also to comment on the adminis-
tration of this legislation if it is enacted into
law. Obvylously, it would ill serve our Na-
tion's interest to undermine American in-
dustry or to take steps which would lower
the high wages received by our working men
and women. Repeatedly I have emphasized
that our country’'s economic strength is a
pillar of freedom everywhere in the world.
This program, therefore, must be, and will
be, administered to the benefit of the Na-
tion's economic strength, and not to its detri-
ment. No American industry will be placed
in jeopardy by the administration of this
measure. Were we to do so, we would under-
mine the ideal for which we have made so
many sacrifices and are doing so much
throughout the world to preserve.

Mr. President, we have Mr. Eisenhow=
er's promise. I ask now where is the ful-
fillment from him or the executive de-
partment at his command?

To complete the picture of what is hap-
pening, I believe you should certainly be
advised of a comment or confidence given
to the Japanese by Secretary of State
Dulles recently. The Japanese reported
out of Tokyo that Mr. Dulles had told
them: “We confirm”—“we” being the
United States—“that no import restric-
tions will be put into practice.)” This
statement came on June 17 on the heels
of Secretary Benson’s confused an-
nouncement which he backed out of the
next day to the effect that the adminis-
tration was considering the imposition of
textile import quotas.

Now, I ask the United States Senate
this question, who is keeping their prom=-
ise and who is not telling the truth?

The President has promised that he
would not let this program hurt any
American industry.
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The Secretary of Commerce has stated
that the American industry is being hurt
and has admitted such publiecly.

Every official of the cotton industry has
stated flatly that the textile industry of
America is in a curtailed condition and
faces serious depression unless something
is done.

Presidents of companies, heads of
unions, workers, and others in the tex-
tile industry have blamed the Japanese
imports to this country for the closing of
every mill and the general curtailment
within the industry.

The State Department, however,
brands as a fraud this allegation of the
textile industry and claims the Japanese
industry is being used as a “whipping
boy.” In my way of thinking, the State
Department, which is very apparently
running the whole show, has practically
accused the American workers and the
American industry of lying to the people
of this country.

I see the chairman of the Agricultural
Committee is present on the floor. I
think he knows that when bills are in-
troduced which would help the farmers
the inquiry is always made as to whether
they would benefit foreign interests, thus
throwing a block in the way of anything
which would help our own people.

The State Department has taken the
position of defending the Japanese in-
dustrialists against the American people.

It is high time that the United States
Senate take action to see to it that the
American textile industry is protected
and that no such dilemma ever again
recurs in any other field of American
business, labor, or industry. I shall
certainly take the word of my people,
of the leaders of the textile industry, of
the workers in those mills, and of the
people in the street who are suffering
because of this depression in the textile
industry before I will take the word of a
State Department official—and I hope
this United States Senate will do like-
wise.

The United States is the only country
which helped the Japanese get on their
feet and is now allowing Japanese tex-
tile goods to come into its borders on
a wholesale basis. Thirteen countries
who participated in the GATT treaty
have refused to allow Japanese textile
goods to come into their borders. These
countries include Australia, Austria, Bel-
gium, Brazil, Cuba, Luxembourg, Haiti,
Great Britain, South Africa, New Zea-
land, the Netherlands, France, and Rho-
desian-Nyasaland. If Great Britain and
those other countries will not allow any
Japanese textile imports within their
borders, why should we continue to allow
them to come in on a wholesale basis and
idly sit by and watch our textile indus-
try go broke and our textile workers walk
the streets without jobs?

The State Department and other Gov-
ernment agencies responsible for this
problem cite as their principal reason
for not imposing textile quotas on Japa-
nese goods the fact that the Japanese
have announced they will place self-
imposed restrictions on their imports to
the United States. This is a ridiculous
situation in which we are placing the
welfare of our industry and people at
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the merey and whims of the Japanese
industrialists, :

Shortly after the Japanese announced
their voluntary quotas, a little-publicized
news release from Tokyo announced
that the Japanese Government’s insist-
ence on quota limitations on imports to
the United States are, “Designed to fore-
stall a move in the United States Con=
gress to enact import quotas when it re-
convenes in January.” In other words,
there is no good faith in this voluntary
program but simply a device to fool and
divide us. :

There are many more facts and figures
and comments and information regard-
ing the situation in the textile industry
which I could have brought with me to=
day, but I do not believe it is necessary.
The picture is quite clear as to what has
resulted to the economy of the textile
industry and the entire Nation because
of our giving away money and informa-
tion to foreign countries to help develop
their industrial and agricultural poten-
tialities. What has happened in the
case of the textile industry is bound to
happen in other industries. It may be
my State and the textile industry to-
day—but, Mr. President, it will be your
State and your industry tomorrow, un-
less we immediately halt this giveaway
program.

Mr. President, the reason why I have
offered this amendment is to call to the
attention of the people of the United
States the fact that we cannot afford to
give a little, meager exemption to de-
pendents, or to increase the exemptions
of American taxpayers from $600 to $700,
but we can give away billions of dollars
with one stroke of a pen. I, for one, do
not agree to such expenditures, and I
shall vote against the bill when it comes
to a vote tonight. :

I am glad to see that Members of the
United States Senate are beginning to
shy off a little bit from foreign aid, and
I hope that in the near future they will
see fit to cut it off entirely.

Remember this, Mr. President, if we
will check the matter we will find that
more than half of our national debt has
been caused by our foreign giveaway
programs. We do not have the money:
we are always getting in debt. Every
time we give away money to other na-
Eioélts, we go further and further into

ebt.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
am prepared to yield back the remainder
of my time if the Senator from South
Carolina will yield back the remainder
of his time,

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I yield back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All
time on both sides having been yielded
back, the question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. JounstoN] to the com-
mittee amendment.

The amendment to the committee
amendment was rejected.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr., President, I
call up my amendment designated
“6-26-56-B.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Florida ask that his
amendment be read, or does he ask that
it be printed without reading?
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Mr. SMATHERS. I ask that the
amendment be printed in the REcorp
without being read and in the course
of my remarks I will explain what it
proposes to do.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be printed in the REcorp.

The amendment proposed by Mr.
SMATHERS to the committee amendment
is as follows:

On page 37, line 11, strike out “section”
and insert in lieu thereof “sections.”

On page 37, between lines 21 and 22, in-
sert the following:

“SEc. 422. Economic Development Fund for
Latin American Countries: (a) The Con-
gress of the United States reaffirms the policy
of the United States to further promote
friendly relations and Western Hemispheric
economic development through assisting the
peoples of Latin America in their efforts to
obtain economic and social well-being, to
safeguard basic rights and liberties, and to
protect their security and independence.
The Congress hereby recognizes that funda-
mental to these goals is an expanding eco-
nomic growth of the Latin American area
based upon self-help and mutual coopera-
tion and full utilization of already existing
resources and knowledge. The Congress ex-
presses the willingness of the people of the
United States to support the foregoing ob-
jectives to the extent to which the countries
in the area continue to make effective use
of their own resources and external resources
otherwise available to them.

“(b) In order to carry out the purposes
of this section, there is hereby authorized to
be established a fund, to be known as the
‘Economic Development Fund for Latin
American Countries’ (hereinafter referred to
as the ‘fund’) and there is hereby authorized
to be appropriated to the President for the
fiseal year 1957 an amount of $35,000,000,
such amount to remain available until ex-
pended.

“{c) The President is authorized to utilize
the appropriations made available for the
fund to accomplish in the Latin American
area the policies and purposes declared in
this act and to disburse on such terms and
conditions, including transfer of funds, as
he may specifly to any person, corporation,
or body of persons however designated, or to
any Latin American government, agency, or
organigation or group of governments or
agencles as may be appropriate: Provided,
That such assistance shall emphasize loans
rather than grants wherever possible, and
not less than 75 per centum of the funds
appropriated pursuant to this section shall
be available only for furnishing assistance
on terms of repayment in accordance with
the provisions of section 505, and not more
than 25 per centum of said funds may be
allocated for assistance to any one country.

“(d) In utilizing the fund, the President
thall give preference to: (1) projects or pro-
grams that will clearly contribute to pro-
moting health, education, and sanitation in
the area as a whole or among a group or
groups of countries of the area, and (2) such
joint health, education, and sanitation as-
sistance programs undertaken by members
of the Organization of American States.”

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, first
I want to congratulate the Committee on
Foreign Relations upon what, obviously,
is a very conscientious and, I think, thor-
ough piece of work on the bill.

The amendment which I now propose
has to do with Latin America. In this
particular respect, I also want to con-
gratulate the committee because it has
recognized some of the problems of the
Central and South American countries,
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even though what has been provided is
not as much as I think those countries
deserve, nor as much as should be done
for them.

I point out that the total amount
which is provided in the bill for Central
and South America is still less than 3
percent of the total amount which is
authorized by the bill.

If we go back to 1946, when the for-
eign-aid program first got underway, we
will discover that the amount of help
which has been given to the Central and
South American countries has actually
been less than 2 percent of the tremen-
dous sum of money which has been au-
thorized for our foreign-aid program.

Simply stated, the proposed amend-
ment would create a special economic
development fund for Latin America
with an authorized appropriation to the
President of $35 million to remain avail-
able until expended. The amendment
in emphasizing loans rather than grants
provides that not less than 75 percent
of the funds shall be available only for
furnishing assistance on a loan basis.
Since health, education and sanitation
are primary factors in preventing the
economic development of Latin America,
the amendment contains a proviso that
the President in utilizing the fund shall
give preference to projects or programs
that will clearly contribute to promoting
health, education, and sanitation in this
region, and such joint programs under-
taken by the members of the Organiza-
tion of American States. The author-
ized appropriation under the amend-
ment would be in addition to the
recommended authorization under the
bill, as reported out by the Foreign Rela=
tions Committee.

There is nothing novel about the cre-
ation of this fund. We have in the past
set up a similar fund for Asia in the
amount of $200 million, $100 million of
which was appropriated last year, and
it is my understanding that the admin-
istration has requested that the balance
be appropriated this year. Under the
provisions of the bill as reported out
by the Foreign Relations Committee, a
special fund providing for an authoriza-
tion of $100 million is set up for the
Middle East. It is high time that we
arouse ourselves from the slumber of the
past and give to Latin America a little
special treatment, too. In setting up this
regional economic development fund for
Latin America as proposed by the amend-
ment it will give to this area the special
treatment which it has so long deserved
in our foreign-aid program, and at the
same time it demonstrates by deed that
our good neighbor policy is more than
just a play on words.

The special economic development
fund in the amount of $35 million pro-
posed by the amendment will go a long
way in further promoting and strength-
ening our good neighbor relations with
this region, which is so important to us
from the standpoint of trade, strategy,
and raw materials. To assist Latin
America in the solution of the economic
difficulties which beset the area is in our
own enlightened self-interest.

Mr. SPAREKMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
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Mr. SMATHERS. I shall be happy to
yield.

Mr. SPAREKMAN. Let me say that
this matter was given very careful and
sympathetic consideration by the com-
mittee. Of course, the Senator will re-
call that originally the amendment called
for $100 million, and then $50 million.
There was a very close vote on the
amendment. Everybody recognized its
merit.

One thing that should be called to the
attention of the Senate with reference
to the amendment is that 75 percent of
the funds will be in loans, and not more
than 25 percent in grants, and they re-
late to health, sanitation, and education.
I think the committee as a whole was
quite sympathetic to the proposal.

I am authorized by the chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee, and my
understanding is that the minority leader
agrees, to say that we are willing to ac-
cept the amendment and take it to con=
ference.

Mr. SMATHERS.
ator from Alabama.

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. WELKER. I certainly want to
join with my colleague, the junior Sen-
ator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS] in ad-
vocacy of the amendment. While on va-
cation in Latin America, I saw the needs
of the people of that hemisphere. It is
the opinion of the junior Senator from
Idaho that they are deserving people.
They need inspiration and aid. They are
not like Tito, whom we bailed out yester-
day. They love freedom, and they are
seeking to make themselves stronger.

I commend the Senator from Florida,
and shall support his amendment.

Mr. SMATHERS. I thank the Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp at
this point two articles which point up
the fact that the Communists are mak-
ing great attempts to get control of
Latin America at this particular time.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

[From the Tampa (Fla.) Dally Times of June
26, 1956]
GUATEMALAN PRESIDENT DECLARES = SIEGE

STATE—ARMY TAKES CONTROL AFTER RioT—

4 Eiuiep, 17 HurT as Porice Fire Uron

STUDENT DEMONSTRATORS

GUATEMALA, June 26.—President Carlos
Castillo Armas put the army in control of
Guatemala today after demonstrations in
which four students were killed.

The President declared a state of siege—-
modified form of martial law. The army,
assuming control, asked the cooperation of
the people to avoid further clashes.

AFTER CRACKDOWN

The deaths came last night during student
demonstrations on the capital’s main street
against a Government crackdown on Com-
munist agitation. In addition there were
17 wounded.

The victims were in a parade of several
hundred students marching toward the Gov-
ernment Palace to protest curtallment of
civil liberties under the state of alarm im-
posed Sunday by President Carlos Castillo
Armas' reglme.

I thank the Sen-
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ONE GIRL WOUNDED

About half the marchers were girls.

One girl was wounded. So was a police-
man.

The state of alarm put Guatemala under
a form of martial law. The government said
it was necessary to prevent “seditious dis-
orders’ plotted by Communists.

Soon after last night's shooting, the gov-
ernment ordered censorship of news dis-
patches sent abroad.

The students marched defiantly from a
meeting at the university. Officials had sent
them a warning message that they would
be “swept from the streets” if they attempted
to stage a protest.

The procession turned into Sixth Avenue,
the principal business street of the capital,
and headed to the President's offices at the
end of thie thoroughfare.

FIRED INTO AIR

A witness sald a detachment of about 20
policemen, drawn up across the avenue out-
side a movie theater, ordered the marchers
to halt.

“The police fired into the air,” the wit-
ness reported. “The students kept coming,
singing the national anthem.

“Police then started firing into the march-
ers, while police reinforcements rushed up.
Some police were firing pistols, others sub-
machineguns."

GUATEMALA Cramvms Rep Pror, Gers ToUGH

GUATEMALA—The. Guatemalan Govern-
ment, announcing discovery of a Commu-
nist plot, has imposed a form of martial law
on the country to “prevent seditious dis-
orders."

President Carlos Castillo Armas’ regime
decreed a “state of alarm™ after police broke
up a mass meeting yesterday sponsored by
‘the newly formed national civic committee.

Demonstrators at the gathering of about
400 persons outside the capital's railway sta-
tion had distributed leaflets demanding can-
cellation of Guatemala’s mutual-aid pact
with the United States and a lifting of the
ban on Communist activities,

A Government statement charged the
meeting was part of “a subversive plot by
Communists hiding within the territory of
the republic to disturb the peace.”

Six persons were arrested and telephone
gervice was interrupted for 4 hours. The
state of alarm decree suspends a dozen or so
constitutional rights and allows the Govern-
ment to prohibit public meetings, make ar-
rests without warrants and impose censor-
ship.

'I?here was no interference with news dis-
patches sent abroad, however.

Police cordoned off the downtown area
after dispersing the demonstrators and no
further incidents were reported.

The meeting was called as a celebration of
the 12th anniversary of the downfall of
Dictator Jorge Ubico who was driven from
the country and died later in New Orleans.

Another anniversary meeting scheduled
for today was ordered cancelled although its
sponsors are considered friendly to Castillo
Armas,

The Government claimed Communist plot-
ters planned to spread panic and had in-
structed yesterday's demontrators “to use
their arms in order to blame the Government
for the serlous consequences of disorders.”

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I
yield back the remainder of my time.
tmlf[r. EKNOWLAND. I yield back my

e.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has been yielded back.
The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Florida
[Mr. SmMATHERS] to the committee
amendment. E i
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The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
committee amendment is open to further
amendment.

If there be no further amendment to
be offered, the guestion is on agreeing to
the committee amendment, as amended.

The committee amendment, as amend-
ed, was agreed to.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I as-
sumed other amendments would be
offered.

I send to the desk my amendments,
and ask to have them stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the action of the Senate in
agreeing to the committee amendment,
as amended, is rescinded, and the
amendments offered by the Senator from
New Hampshire will be received, and
they will be stated for the information
of the Senate.

The LEecistATive CiLErx. It is pro-
posed on page 30, line 2, to strike out
“$243,000,000"” and insert “$208,000,000.”

On page 30, line 10, to strike out
*$80,000,000"” and insert “$45,000,000.”

On page 30, before the period at the
end of line 11, to insert a colon and the
following:

Provided, That not more than $35,000,000
of such funds shall be used for assistance
to India.

On page 31, line 19, to strike out
“$140,500,000" and insert “$135,500,000,
of which not more than $5,000,000 shall
be used for assistance to India.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair should like to inquire whether the
Senator from New Hampshire desires
the amendments to be considered 2n bloe.

Mr. BRIDGES. I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the amendments considered
en blce.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, we
have heard a good deal about the for-
eign-aid program. AsI have said to the
Senate on various occasions, and I repeat
it now, I am perfectly willing to help
nations which are our friends and allies
and are willing to help themselves; but
this pouring out of money to nations
that are not true allies, and are not even
really neutral nations is another thing.
One of these nations is India,

I know a great hue and cry will be
made by the do-gooders of this country
about India. India poses as a neutral
nations, but at least 90 percent of the
actions of India have by calculated de-
sign been contrary to the best interests
of the United States.

The Mutual Security Act for fiscal
year 1957 would authorize an expendi-
ture of $80 million in aid to India. That
is $70 million for development assistance
and $10 million for technical coopera-
tion.

What I probably should offer is an
amendment to cut out aid to India alto-
gether, but in view of the fact that such
an amendment probably would not be
adopted in view of the action on Yugo-
slavia, and since there may be some good
in assisting India, I am willing to take
a calculated gamble on part of the
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money that has been proposed. For that
reason, my amendment would cut in two
the amount of aid to India.

A few days ago I sat and listened to
the American Ambassador to India, for
whom I have warm affection and high
personal esteem both as our Ambassador
and a former member of this body; but
I just could not swallow the argument
he was making for aid to India. For
that reason my amendment proposes a
50 percent cut in the amount requested.

The United States is now engaged in a
bitter struggle to prevent Soviet Russia
from conquering more territory and en-
slaving more peoples in Asia. In this
struggle, the United States has allies,
the NATO and SEATO countries. India
prefers not to be one of those allies.
Nehru has said, and these are his words:

“The only camp we should like to be
in is the camp of peace and good will,
which should include as many countries
as possible and be opposed to none.” In
the face of current political realities, it
is impossible to have your cake and eat
it too—as Nehru would like to do.

Nehru woula like to have us believe
that India is strictly neutral. However,
in the United Nations, India has con-
sistently sided with the Communist bloc
and against the United States.

This is no bona fide neutrality.

At the Bandung Conference, India was
the leader of the pro-Soviet and pro-
Communist China faction.

That was not strict neutrality.

And, let us not forget that when “neu-
tral” Nerhu visited Mao Tze-tung—the
Chinese Communist dictator who was re-
sponsible for the slaughter of over 50,000
American boys in Korea—he drew up a
formula of five points for peaceful co-
existence which was exactly what the
Soviets were saying to all the world. He
became a willing mouthpiece for Russian
and Chinese Communist propaganda.

That was not strict neutrality.

It is my considered opinion that now
is the time—now when this foreign-aid
measure is under discussion—for this
body to ponder the question asked by our
distinguished colleague, Minority Leader
Krxowranp, on January 17—and I quote
his words:

Can our economic system survive pro-
longed burdens of building a system of col-
lective security and a system of neutralism
at one and the same time? If the neutralists
are to receive the benefits and have none of
the responsibilities of those in the collective
defense system, will not this act as an in-
centive plan to build up the fence sitters?

I say it will.

And Nehru's India is the prime ex-
ample of our futile and dangerous pol-
icy of being equally, or even more gen-
erous to so-called neutrals than to
proven allies.

Mr. Presiderit, I am disturbed that
I as a United States Senator have to
stand up on the floor of the Senate and
argue the folly of our aid policy as it
concerns India, but folly it is in my
opinion.

No one will deny that in these danger-
ous times, there is need for us not to
stint in the use of funds for our national
security. But it should not be neces-
sary to have to plead with this body to
decide, intelligently, to offer our aid and
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support only to those proven allies who
are willing to share with us the cal-
culated risks involved in the worldwide
struggle against the deadly Communist
menace. Who, in view of the facts, can—
in good conscience—argue that we con-
tinue unconditionally to aid Nehru when
he has definitely set himself up as an
active “neutral” against the best inter-
ests of the United States?

The facts are clear, Mr. President, we
gambled on Yugoslavia and lost. We
are gambling on NATO and SEATO and
most of it appears to be a pretty good
gamble but we would be less than hon-
est with ourselves if we did not admit
there were some weak spots. We are
gambling on India and frankly it is a
gamble that I do not feel like backing
with too many American taxpayer dol-
lars. The wisdom of a certain biblical
axion keeps asserting itself to me. It is
in effect—that those who are not for
us are against us. Certainly the so-
called neutralism of Nehru is a one-way
street and it does not run in our direc-
tion.

I want to emphasize the fact that I am
not writing off India as I have written off
Yugoslavia, even though I think she is a
dubious gamble. That is why my
amendment calls for a cut in aid—not
complete elimination of aid to India.

I might add that not all of my reluc-
tance to go along with the full program
is due entirely to the position Nehru
takes, although let us not forget that
when the neutral Nehru visited the Com-
munist Chinese dictator, who was re-
sponsible. for the slaughter of tens of
thousands of American boys in Korea, he
drew up a formula of five points for
peaceful coexistence, which was exactly
what the Soviet Union was saying to
all the world, And by doing this he
became a willing mouthpiece for the
Communist and Chinese propaganda.

My reluctance to go along with the
full program is also due to what I con-
sider the lack of an imaginative program
designed specifically to meet the Indian
situation. The fact that we do not have
a better oriented program is a matter of
some amazement to me in view of the
fact that Nehru and other Indian leaders
have long since pointed out the sources
of friction. We must remember that
India has but recently emerged from
what has been called a colonialism. Her
national pride is intense and she resents
being considered a weak sister or a poor
relation in the company of nations.
Nehru likes to pretend that India can
accomplish her goals within her own
resources and that is why he belittles our
aid in speeches while he holds out his
palm for as much as we will drop in it.
The concept of our program if it is to be
successful as far as India is concerned
should be in such form as treats India
as an adult in the family of nations if
we are to have any success whatsoever.
Economic aid should be in the form of
loans and there should be only such
technical assistance as can be assimilated
and integrated into the Indian economy
in her own struggles to help herself.

Our present giveaway program should
be tapered off to the vanishing point be-
cause we never could give the vast sub-
continent of India enough giveaway for
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her economic salvation without her mak-
ing a mighty effort of her own and in-
deed our efforts to do so would not only
impoverish us but create poor relations
in the bargain. In tapering off giveaway
to the vanishing point there is no better
time to begin than the present. Let us
do so by adopting my amendment which
cuts it by 50 percent. And then let us
proceed from there cautiously and hard-
headedly in the development of a new
program better tailored to the factual
situation which we all know exists.

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, I call
for order in the Chamber.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I
gl;ould like to have order in the Cham-

.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
Namara in the chair), The Senate will
be in order. -

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, on the
question of agreeing to my amendment
to the committee amendment, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. WELEER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Hampshire yield
to me?

Mr. BRIDGES. 1 yield.

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, again
let me pay my respects to the distin-
guished statesman from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bribges], who has the courage to
state his convictions when seemingly 90
percent of the Members of the Senate
do not see the light.

This afternoon before the Internal
Security Subcommitttee there appeared
a-man who has opposed the Polish Com-
munist conspiracy.
committee, and, through our subcommit-
tee, the world, what the Polish people
have done and are doing to obtain their
freedom. They have even attacked
tanks, operated by their oppressors,
with their bare hands as they raised
aloft bloody flags. .

Mr. President, how did you feel, and
how did the distinguished Senator from
New Hampshire feel, and how did I feel,
last night, when a majority of the Sen-
ate voted to give aid to Yugoslavia and
Tito, whom every Member of the Senate
knows is a Communist. In heaven’s
name, what would be the position of the
Senators who voted in favor of giving
aid to Yugoslavia, if in the future, the
freedom-loving people of Yugoslavia—
about whom we heard so many words
spoken during the debate in the Senate,
last evening—should rise up and say, “We
want freedom.” In that event, we would
know that, as a result of the vote cast
last night in the Senate, those people
would be shot down with munitions of
war obtained by means of the money
the Senate voted to give to Tito, to be
used, at least in part, for the purchase
of shells by Tito. It was said that the
United States had previously given guns
to Tito, and therefore the United States
now must make it possible for Tito to
purchase shells—using our money for
that purpose—to be fired by the guns
:11121 which we already have provided

I predict that if the people of Yugo-
slavia should decide they want free-
dom, and should revolt—as the people of
Poland have done—Senators who voted

He told our sub=--
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in favor of United States aid to Tito
may find blood dripping from their
hands.

Mr. President, I have the most pro-
found respect and admiration for the
great statesman who has just spoken—
the senior Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. BrinGEs], who is the senior Repub-
lican Member of the Committee on For-
eign Relations. In fact, Mr. President,
I believe that many of the people of the
United States are erying for us to follow
the advice of the great senior Senator
from New Hampshire. I plead with the
Senate to pay heed to his words of ad-
vice. I commend to every person in the
United States what he has said, and I
hope that his counsel, as it will appear in
the ConNGRESSIONAL REcORD, will be read
very widely throughout the country.

Mr. BRIDGES. I thank the Senator
from Idaho. - :

Mr. President, at present the United-
States is going through a period similar
to the one through which it went in the
1930's, when Mr. Chamberlain’s umbrella
and the slogan “peace in our time" were
the symbols of the day. .

Not many of the present Members of
the Senate were Members of the Senate
at that time. Too many of those Mem-
bers of Congress hopefully crawled un=
der the umbrella. Many of those Mem=-
bers found that umbrella little protec--
tion from the deluge of votes against
them which followed and the freedom-
loving people of the world found that
same umbrella little protection when the
shots of battle began to fiy.

I feel that I stand at the same cross-
roads of decision as I did when some of
us in this body took a very strong stand
in favor of a two-ocean Navy and a large
Air Force. We opposed the sale of avia-
tion gasoline and scrap iron to Japan.
We were defeated on those issues and al-
though history is said to repeat itself, I
hope it does not do so today.

Mr. President, I do not ask for a com-
plete end to foreign aid. I shall support
any reasonable foreign-aid program.
But I ask that we be selective in the for-
eign aid we give, and that we help only
the countries who will help themselves
and who will be true allies of the United
States. Let us not throw American
money and substance to the wolves of
international intrigue.

Mr. President, if there are no questions
to be asked of me regarding my amend-
ment to the committee amendment, I
yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President——

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield to the Senator from Georgia
such time as he may desire, of the time
under my control.

Mr. GEORGE. I shall use only 2
minutes at most.

Mr. President, the India program in-
cludes $30 million in surplus agricul-
tural commodities. They will be fur-
nished from our own surplus now on
hand. Of the remainder or the balance,
75 percent will be in loahs. In other
words, $30 million will be used to pay for
certain agricultural commodities which
we now have in long supply; and of the
balance of the aid which India will re-
ceive under this program, 75 percent will
be in loans.
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On the basis of philosophy, on the
basis of metaphysical convictions, and
on the basis of religion, India is probably
actually neutral. She does not want to
join in an alliance. I myself do not care,
and I do not believe we should be greatly
concerned when a country is really neu-
tral and intends to remain neutral and
to protect her own neutrality. I do not
think we should be very greatly con-
cerned about that country.

I hope very much that this amend-
ment will not be agreed to, because
when it is analyzed, it will be seen that
we would be hurting ourselves, largely,
because we ought to get rid of the sur-
plus. The surplus agricultural commodi-
ties are needed in India. As for the en-
tire balance, 75 percent of it is in actual
loans. I do not think that program will
hurt this country. I believe it would be
very much better for us frankly to say,
“If you are a bona fide neutral country,
and propose to protect your neutrality,
we will not say that all aid will be with-
drawn.”

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres-
ident, I feel that I must speak on this
subject. I have spent some time at the
United Nations, where I knew the Indian
representatives. Especially I knew Ma-
dam Pandit, who was India’'s Ambassa-
dor to the United States for several
years, as we all know.

I have been troubled by the subject
of neutralism; to which the distinguished
Senator from New Hampshire refers, but
I have tried to understand the neutral-
ism of India.

In going through some of the records
of the country I find that over a period
of hundreds of years—perhaps thou-
sands of years—the Indians have been
a nonwarring country. So far as I know,
until India got into the recent trouble
with Pakistan, it had never become in-
volved in military actions. The tradition
and religion of India are against warfare.
Mahatma Gandhi laid down the tradi-
tion of nonresistance, and he urged neu-
trality for India, insofar as other coun-
tries of the world are concerned.

I am not defending Mr. Nehru, espe-
cially, because I think he has made a
great many mistakes. He has been very
much misunderstood. Perhaps some of
the prejudice against him is justified.
From many talks with Mr. Nehru I be-
came convinced that he was trying to be
neutral. He had the Chinese Commu-
nists on one border and the Russians on
the other border, and he was in a very
difficult position. One thing that was
very clear to me was that he was anti-
Communist within India. The incon-
sistency of his position with regard to
Kashmir and Pakistan is partially true.

I recall the time, a few years ago, when
we tried to give grain to India. I intro-
duced the legislation. I was requested
by the Indian Embassy not to make it a
grant, but o make it a loan. We made
it a loan, and the Indians still are pay-
ing on that loan. The other agricultural
products sent to India have been pri-
marily on a loan basis. There may have
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been some grants, but the transactions
were primarily loans.

I have difficulty in seeing why we
should be prejudiced against India at
this time because of the question of neu-
trality. I feel that a nation which wants
to be neutral, in the sense that it does
not want to join any military alliance
with other countries, should be entitled
to take that position. We have such a
relationship with Burma and with In-
donesia today. I think we would be
making a mistake if we were to say, “Un-
less you join our military alliance we
cannot give you any further aid.”

The 380 million people in India are
trying to find a better way of life. God
knows, they are starving most of the
time. In my opinion, it would be very
shortsighted and wrong in prineiple not
to let those people feel that we have a
human interest in them and are inter-
ested in trying to help them to be self-
sustaining. They have been under the
Government of Great Britain for many
years. Imperialism was the condition
under which they lived. Finally they ob-
tained their freedom. India is a new,
free country. She is groping her way.

With a thorough understanding of the
feelings of my friend from New Hamp-
shire, I hope he will not press this
amendment, because I feel that we would
be making a mistake at this time if we
were to deny or cut aid-for the reason
given, namely, that India will not take
sides with us in the cold war.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes to myself.

- I point out the fact that I am not ad-
vocating the denial of aid to India. I
am merely raising a cautionary flag, and
proposing to cut the appropriation for
India in half. She would still be allowed
$40 million. Forty million dollars is a
great deal of money to give to a country
which is nominally neutral, but which
is on the other side of the fence better
than 90 percent of the time.

I have heard the distinguished chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Committee
[Mr. GeorceE] say that India is truly
neutral. There is some argument to be
made in favor of a country which is truly
neutral, as the Senator has said. I could
continue for hours, pointing out one po-
sition after another which India has
taken, contrary to the best interests and
the leadership of the United States and
contrary to any recognized concept of
neutrality.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from New Hampshire yield
back the remainder of his time?

Mr. BRIDGES. I am prepared to do
so if the other side will do likewise.

Mr JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield 3 minutes to the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHTI,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
wish to support the position of the chair-
man of our committee. I think it would
be a great mistake if this amendment
were adopted. p

India represents the largest group of
free citizens in the world, the largest
free nation on earth. If we were to
adopt this amendment, I think we would
be creating a condition which would
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justify a loss of confidence on the part
of India in our cooperation in the future.

In my opinion, India is neutral in the
true sense of the word. I believe she
intends to remain neutral. I think that
is a relationship which has been benefi-
cial to this country.

It seems to me that what was said in
the debate with respect to Yugoslavia
would apply to India—not that India is
the same kind of country as Yugoslavia
from the standpoint of democratic gov-
ernment, but I think the most we can
hope for in the future will be that India
will remain neutral, and free from domi=-
nation by Russia or any other Commu-
nist country. If she makes a success of
her effort to create a strong democratic
society, it will be the greatest achieve-
ment she could contribute to the defense
of the West.

Everyone knows that there is competi-
tion between China and India to see
which one will be able to create the best
life for its citizens, one following the
totalitarian system and the other fol-
lowing the democratic system. If India
can succeed, without sacrificing the lib-
erty of the individual, in creating a rea-
sonable standard of life under a demo-
cratic system, it will be one of the great-
est contributions to the stability and
security of the West. It will be one of
the greatest proofs of the basic validity of
the democratic process that could be
furnished.

I hope the pending amendment will
not be agreed to. Although it involves
money in addition, it is, in a sense, a
criticism, and a further evidence of our
lack of respect or regard for that country.

I deeply regret the necessity for can-
celing the visit of Mr. Nehru. On top of
that, to agree to this amendment would
be very unwise strategy, in my judg-
ment.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield back the remainder of the
time on our side, with the understand-
ing that the Senator from New Hamp-
shire will yield back his time.

Mr. BRIDGES. I agree to that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment of the Senator from
Eevg{ Hampshire is exhausted or yielded

ackK,

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll,

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, may we have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from New
Hampshire to the committee amend-
ment. On this question the yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the Secre-
tary will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

L
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Mr. MORSE (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with

the Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL].
If he were present and voting, he would
vote “yea.” If I were permitted to vote,
I would vote “nay.” I therefore with-
hold my vote.

The rolleall was concluded.

Mr. BENDER (after having voted in
the negative). I have voted “nay.” On
this vote I have a pair with the junior
Senator from Indiana [Mr. JENNER]. If
he were present and voting, he would
vote “yea.” If I were permitted to vote,
I would vote “nay.” I withdraw my vote.

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Bygrpl, the
Senator from Texas [Mr. DanieLl, the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN],
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
HumpHREYS], the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. Lamp], the Senator from
Washington [Mr, Macnuson], and the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL] are
absent on official business.

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
NEeeLy] is necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Texas
[Mr. DanieL] is paired with the Senator
from Kentucky [Mr. HumpHREYS]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Texas would vote “yea’” and the Senator
from Kentucky would vote “nay.”

On this vote the Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr, Byrp] is paired with the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN].
If present and voting the Senator from
Virginia would vote “yea” and the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island would vote
I‘nay."

The Senator from Washington [Mr.
MacnNusoN] is paired with the Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. Neeryl. If
present and voting the Senator from
Washington would vote “yea” and the
Senator from West Virginia would vote
“nay.”

I further announce that the Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. Lampl if
present and voting would vote “nay.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Iannounce that
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE-
HART] is absent by leave of the Senate
for the purpose of attending the Indiana
Republican State convention.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN-
wnER] is necessarily absent, and his pair
with the Senator from Ohio [Mr. BEx-
peEr] has been announced previously.

The Senators from Kansas [Mr. CARL-
son and Mr. ScHOEPPEL], the Senator
from Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER], the Sen-
ator from Iowa [Mr. MarTIin], and the
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY] are
absent on official business.

I wish to announce the following pairs:

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARL~
soN] is paired with the Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr. GorpwaTer]. If present and
voting, the Senator from Kansas would
vote “nay” and the Senator from Ari-
zona would vote “yea.”

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr,
WireY] is paired with the Senator from
EKansas [Mr. ScHOEPPEL]. If present and
voting, the Senator from Wisconsin
would vote “nay” and the Senator from
Kansas would vote “yea.”
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I also announce that if present and
voting, the Senator from Iowa [Mr. MAR-
TiN] would vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 23,
nays 56, as follows:

YEAS—23
Barrett Eastland McCarthy
Bible Ervin McClellan
Bricker Frear Mundt
Bridges Hickenlooper Welker
Case, 8. Dak. Hruska Williams
Chavez Johnston, 8. C. Wofford
Cotton Langer Young
Curtis Malone

NAYS—56
Aiken Hennings Monroney
Allott Hill Murray
Anderson Holland Neuberger
Beall Humphrey, O'Mahoney
Bennett Minn. Pastore
Bush Ives Payne
Butler Jackson Potter
Case, N. J Johnson, Tex, Purtell
Clements Eefauver Robertson
Dirksen Kennedy Saltonstall
Douglas Kerr Scott
Duft Knowland Smathers
Dworshak Kuchel Smith, Maine
Ellender Lehman Smith, N. J.
Flanders Long Sparkman
Fulbright Mansfield Stennlis
George Martin, Pa. Symington
Gore McNamara Thye .
Hayden Millikin Watkins

NOT VOTING—17

Bender Green Martin, Iowa
Byrd Humphreys, Morse
Capehart Ky. Neely
Carlson Jenner Russell
Daniel Laird Schoeppel
Goldwater Magnuson Wiley

So Mr. Bripges’ amendment to the
committee amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question recurs on agreeing to the com-
mittee amendment, as amended.

The committee amendment, as amend-
ed, was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the engrossment of the
amendment and the third reading of the
bill,

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished sen-
ior Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
BRIDGES].

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, there
have been some very spectacular votes
on the amendments involving the ques-
tions whether we wish to give aid to
nations which are on the verge of the
Russian orbit or to nations which are
neutral 90 percent of the time and favor-
able to the Russians. The Senate by an
overwhelming vote has gone on record
for the last, and by a small vote for the
first. I think our action will come back
to haunt us.

A very mysterious report has come in
that there is nothing listed under mili-
tary assistance—for which there is some
excuse—to any nation, but there are
some nations which have stood by us.
Some nations, when we were fighting in
Korea, sent troops. Other nations in
whose territory we are building bases are
cooperating, and I am confident they will
stand by us.

I should like to ask some questions of
the responsible Senators in charge of
this authorization bill. The House of
Representatives adopted an amendment
allowing $48 million for military assist-
ance to Spain. I should like to know
whether Spain is being scuttled in this
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bill or whether Spain will receive a rea-
sonable amount. I do not want the
exact figure, if it is a secret, but I should
like to get an approximate figure which
will show whether or not we mean what
we say.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Hampshire yield?

Mr. BRIDGES. 1 yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I will say to the
Senator from New Hampshire that
Spain received very sympathetic con-
sideration in the discussions held in the
committee. Relative to that particular
country, there certainly was no sign of
animosity. There was a question, how-
ever, as to whether one particular coun-
try should be picked out and the possi-
bility raised that other countries would
have to be considered in like fashion. I
can assure the Senator from New Hamp-
shire that as to the fizure agreed to by
the administration and incorporated in
the bill, on the one hand, and the figure
of $48 million in the House bill, there is
very little difference between the two.
It is understood, on the basis of the
recommendations made by the admin-
istration and on the basis of discussions
in the committee, that a certain sum, a
very little bit smaller than the sum pro-
vided by the House, will be allocated to
Spain, and that sum will be on the “not-
less-than’ basis.

I wish to assure the Senator that there
was complete sympathy for the situnation
of Spain, and especially so in view of the
fact that there may be some difficulties
with the bases in Morocco because of
the changed situation in that country
in connection with the new Sultanate of
Morocco.

Mr, BRIDGES. I thank the Senator
from Montana.

I think the Senator from New Mex-~
ico [Mr. CHavVEZ] wishes to ask a ques-
tion, and I wish to ask concerning 2 or 3
other nations, if I may.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I am
sympathetic to the suggestion made by
the Senator from Montana, but I know
that having sympathy for Spain does
not answer the question. I should pre-
fer to have assurance, at least, without
naming the amount, if that can be done
at this moment, that Spain will be taken
care of. We sermonize to the world
about how we are against the Commu-
nists. The only nation that ever chased
Communists out of its territory was
Spain.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if
the Senator from New Mexico will take
my word for it—and I think I can speak
for the committee—I give him every
assurance that Spain is taken care of,
and that the Senator's suspicions, if
any, are not founded on fact.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I will take the word of
the Senator, of course.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I
should like to address a question with
reference to Turkey, which has been a
great ally of ours. How is Turkey to be
treated in this bill?

Mr. MANSFIELD. In reply to the
Senator from New Hampshire, I will
give the same answer. The figure was
not publicized because of the possibility
that if that were done other countries
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might be publicized as well. The admin-
istration has taken good care of Turkey,
and I can assure the Senator that the
Turks will receive special consideration
in the discussions held in the committee
on this particular measure.

Mr. BRIDGES. Now, with reference
to Formosa?

Mr. MANSFIELD. The same answer
would apply.

Mr. BRIDGES. South Korea?

Mr. MANSFIELD. The same answer
would apply.

Mr. BRIDGES. Guatemala?

Mr. MANSFIELD. There I think the
answer is that we did not go as far as
did the House. The House allowed $10
million above the administration’s esti-
mate. The Senate allowed $5 million
for Guatemala and an additional $5 mil-
lion for all of Latin America, a part of
which could be allocated to Guatemala.

I point out that the distinguished Sen-
ator from Florida [Mr. SmatHERS] had
an amendment accepted providing $35
million for use in all the countries of
Latin-America. So I would say that, in
general, Guatemala will come out, as the
result of this bill, with about the same
as was provided by in the House.

Mr. BRIDGES. What about Greece?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Greece, the same
as Turkey, Formosa, South Korea, and
Spain.

Mr. BRIDGES. What the distin-
guished Senator from Montana has
stated in answer to my questions about
some of the countries which have been
our true allies gives me encouragement
and some satisfaction. I know he speaks
with sincerity. I hope he speaks the
minds of the rest of the committee, or a
majority of the committee, as he must,
because of the figures agreed to here.
That gives us some satisfaction, when
we have been wandering around in the
dark on some of the other situations on
which we voted,

Mr. MANSFIELD. I assure the Sena-
tor from New Hampshire that I speak
for the committee in my answers.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield 5 minutes to the Senator
from Idaho.

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, at the
close of this debate, I cannot remain
mute and not say the words which come
from my heart.

I, in part, represent the sovereign
State of Idaho in the United States Sen-
ate. I want to be able to go home, look
my constituents in the eye, and say that
I have done my best to represent them
properly in connection with the debate
which has taken place and the votes
which have been recorded during the
past 2 days.

I should like to ask how we can say
that the United States Senate has been
fair to the American people. I know
about the high level of secrecy in the
Committee on Foreign Relations. Per-
haps I shall never know about it more
intimately. I happen, however, to oc-
cupy a very strategic position on the
Committee on Armed Services, which
does not have quite so much secrecy,
but is a committee whose members re-
ceive abuse and ridicule when they seek
to give to the Air Force of the United
States approximately $900 million more
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than was recommended, so as to make
the Air Force strong.

Regardless of my political future, I
shall not sit here silent when I see my
colleagues deliberately vote to give the
taxpayers’ money to Tito the Commu-
nist, who a blind man and a fool would
know has quit us.

Nor shall I sit here and remain mute
while my colleagues vote to give aid to
Mr. Nehru, whose record is painted as
lily white, though every person who can
read knows where he stands.

Why has not something been said
about Mr. Nasser and about the disaster
plan of foreign aid, which has been in
existence for longer than the junior
Senator from Idaho has been in the
Senate?

I have seen the smirking and smiling
when some of the votes have been taken,
With my own eyes I have seen the dedi-
cated internationalists vote to give
away in foreign aid the money of the
taxpayers of the United States which
is so urgently needed at home. I have
seen them smile when by their votes
they defeated the amendment of the
great Senator from New Hampshire [Mr,
Bripces], who asked that aid to Nehru
be reduced.

I do not like what has happened. If
any of my colleagues want to speak on
the subject in Idaho, I shall be glad to
discuss it with them. But how, when I
go home, am I to meet and answer my
own constituents, including the small-
business men? There is not a Senator
in the Chamber who is not in the same
situation. How am I going to answer
the small-business man who must fill
out an application for a loan, so that
he can continue in his small business, so
that he can exist and can support his
family and educate his children?

Where is the small business loan ap-
plication bill today? It is pigeonholed
and forgotten.

Mr. President, I hope my colleagues
are right; I hope I am wrong. They
have not hesitated to give aid to Tito
and Nehru, when people in Idaho and
Oklahoma and other States are begging
for a little financial aid.

There is a little agency called the
Farmers’ Home Administration, which
represents the farming community.
Every Senator has had the same problem
as has been presented to the junior Sen-
ator from Idaho. The veterans of the
Korean war, who gave their best in the
fight for freedom, came home and finally
received land from the Farmers’ Home
Administration, but a little later they
were faced with foreclosure by the Gov=-
ernment of the United States.

Mr. President, I wonder when all this
will end.

We are said to be brilliant by reason
of the secrecy which prevails in this
body. Perhaps we are. Perhaps I am
ignorant. But I am going to let the
chips fall where they may. I am going
to let fortune turn the wheel. Then we
shall see who is right and who is wrong.

I wonder why it is that I have listened
in the past 5 years to great statesmen,
some on the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations, who as recently as 1953 said that
that year would be the end of mutual
security and foreign aid. Afier T years,
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if the foreign countries have not become
strong, they will never become strong.,
I say it is about time for Congress to do
a little thinking for America.

Like the distinguished senior Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. Bringes], I
will vote for anyone who is our ally, but
I will not vote for a Communist who is
out to cut our throats and destroy our
liberty.

Nor will I vote aid for Mr. Nehru, who
is a neutral sitting it out, when he ought
to take a stand one way or the other.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Idaho has ex-
pired.

Mr. WELKER. May I have 2 minutes
more?

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
vield 2 additional minutes to the Senator
from Idaho.

Mr. WELEKER. Mr. President, T was
in the Senate in the days of the great
Ken Wherry, when he was the minority
leader, and when the Senate considered
and debated the question of furnishing
of wheat to India. I was here at the
time when we were begging for monosite
sand. India at that time had the largest
known deposits of monosite sand in the
world. Did any Senator ever see any
monosite sand from India in repayment
for the wheat which the American tax-
payers, those whom we represent, gave to
India? Oh, no, they did not. We have
no time, I guess, to think of America.
We have no time to think of the Farm
Home Administration.

What has happened to the Aiken-Wel-
ker bill and other bills to liberalize the
Farmers’ Home Administration?

‘When the farmers of the United States
read the mutual security bill, they are
going to wonder what kind of represen-
tation they have in Congress.

Senators can smirk and smile all they
wish, but so long as I represent, in part,
the sovereign State of Idaho I will never
be hoodwinked about anything so po-
tentially dangerous as the action we are
soon to take.

‘When, O when, are we going to real-
ize that we are a bankrupt nation;
that we have spent ourselves into bank-
ruptcy? We are paying more than $8
billion a year in interest alone for this
drunken spending spree, the end of
which I do not think I will ever see.
But so long as I am here and so long as
the American people are forgotten, count
me as voting “nay’ on bills of this char-
acter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the engrossment of the
amendment and the third reading of the
hill.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed, and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I have only a brief comment to
make on the bill before final action is
taken. All of us have given serious and
deep thought to how we should vote on
this all-important measure. Today, yes-
terday, and the day before I have heard
on the floor as penetrating and careful
debate on foreign aid as I have ever
heard in this body. This holds true both
of those supporting the bill as reported
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by the committee, and those offering
amendments to the bill.

I believe it is fair to characterize the
discussion as having been one of great
worry on both sides. There have been
expressions of doubt, of hesitation, and
of misgiving by almost every speaker.

In these doubts and in these misgiv-
ings I share.

The distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Foreign Relations [Mr.
Georgel, that world statesman who has
an unerring instinct for the jugular,
stated our problem and summed up the
entire discussion yesterday when he
said:

In the past few years there has been a
breakdown in the understanding of the so-
called foreign-aid program. Since those days
when the American people willingly gave of
their goods and services, to help Europe
rebuild after the war, through the Marshall
plan, the Turkish-ald program, and the
Greece-aid program, there has been a de-
terioration of thelr understanding of the
need for continuation of the mutual-assist-
ance program. There is a deep skepticlsm
among many of our people,

I frankly share that skepticism, Mr.
President. From the very beginning
when the President, in the spring of this
year, asked for a new authorization of
nearly $5 billion, I have felt that the ad-
ministration was not taking into account
how much public opinion, not only here
at home but also abroad, was being af-
fected by the changing situation in the
world.

I believe that the administration has
paid little attention to the obvious fact
that foreign aid was in fact being re-
appraised throughout the entire world.

The Congress is aware that the whole
subject of foreign aid must be recon-
sidered. We know that in fact the ad-
ministration has talked for some time
about reconsidering it. We are aware
that in the light of the new world sit-
uation, becoming more obvious every
day, there must be a new foreign-aid
policy.

There would have been a far happier
tone to our debate this week if the ad-
ministration had some months ago come
to the Congress in frankness and in
candor and had told us that foreign aid
is going to be revised and that in truth
such revision was already underway.
If it had told us that, and had also
stated that existing programs should not
be disturbed, since it is impossible to
withdraw abruptly from our worldwide
commitments, I believe there would have
been more trust and more confidence ex-
pressed in this body this week.

Mr. President, I am strongly convinced
that as responsible men we should not
and we must not strip the gears or wreck
the machinery of existing foreign-aid
programs because we have little faith
that serious thought is being given to
the future of this program.

Our skepticism, as it has been ex-
pressed here in the past 2 days, is in
accord with opinion here at home and
opinion throughout the world. I think
our attitude can be fairly described as
caused by a failure in administration
leadership, a failure, as columnist Walter
Lippmann has phrased it, “to argue the
case for foreign aid in terms which are
relevant and convincing.”
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I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that Mr. Lippmann’s column from
the Washington Post of May 31, 1956, be
placed in the Recorp at the conclusion
of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Yet we are
faced now with the necessity of acting.
We have no intentions of reducing the
military security of the United States
and of our allies. Then what should we
do?

In view of our dissatisfaction, it ap-
pears to me, Mr. President, that we
should do two things:

First, we should support the proposal
of the Foreign Relations Committee, so
ably led by that distinguished and wise
statesman, the senior Senator from
Georgia.

Second, we should approve a critical
reexamination of foreign aid and
foreign policy by the Foreign Relations
Committee—which we, in effect, have
done today by rejection of a counter pro-

posal.

There is no blinking the fact, Mr.
President, that the American people are
not convinced that today’s program
serves America’s national interest. The
American people are doubtful that that
interest is any longer served by continued
economic assistance to many nations and
peoples far from our shores. The ad-
ministration has done little to allay these
genuine doubts. Therefore, it is im-
perative that we seek to do so.

It would be my hope that a compre-
hensive, careful, and thorough reap-
praisal of our entire foreign-aid program
will be made during the next year by the
Foreign Relations Committee, aided and
abetted by distinguished experts in the
field of foreign policy, and called in as
consultants to the committee. This ap-
praisal would be in our hands, so that
next year we may take intelligent action
for ¢he long term down the long road.

But it is vitally important, Mr. Presi-
dent, that we not destroy faith in the
foreign-aid program in the intervening
months, So I shall cast my vote in sup-
port of the committee. I shall do so re-
luctantly, but I shall do so in the knowl-
edge that this is no moment in history
to destroy the faith of the world in our
leadership.

Therefore, I personally prefer to re-
gard the present bill as in the nature of
an interim authorization. I shall re-
gard the appropriation bill to support
this authorization as an interim appro-
priation.

Our national interest will not at this
time best be served by completely ignor-
ing ithe recommendations of our Presi-
dent, of the Joint Chiefs, and the other
officials of the executive branch con-
cerned with our foreign policy. I do not
think that we can also afford to ignore
the considered, mature, and the expert
judgment of the majority in the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee.

And we cannot afford to ignore, Mr.
President, the cry that would go up
throughout the world that once again
the United States has furled its flag
of world leadership, and unfurled once
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more that tattered and bedragled ban-
ner of isolationism which has served us
and the peoples of this earth so badly in
the past. We canot indulge ourselves
in the luxury of this danger, as once we
could have with impunity. Our action
today, if it is unfavorable to foreign aid,
will be cleverly twisted and turned by our
enemies in every world capital.

Just today the Senate adopted a con-
ference report and insisted on increasing
the strength of our Air Force.

In my judement, this was a wise and
statesmanlike precaution. I suggest
that we cannot afford the contrast be-
tween that action and in the same week
contribute to the destruction of our
foreign aid program, however much we
may have misgivings and doubts about
that program.

Already the ecry is echoing around the
earth that once again America is “going
it alone”. This, we all know, is untrue,
but it is not enough that we happen to
know it is untrue. It is imperative, I
think, that we reassure our allies and
the neutral nations that once and for-
ever this Nation has accepted its role
of world leadership.

I shall, therefore, cast my vote in favor
for the bill as reported by the committee.
ExHIBIT 1
TopaY anp ToMORROW
(By Walter Lippmann)

WOODEN LEADERSHIP

It is not in the least surprising that Con-
gress is showing so much opposition to this
year's request for foreign ald. Ever since the
middle of March, when the President asked
for a new authorization of nearly five bil-
lions, it has been plain enough that he and
his advisers were not taking into account
how much world public opinion, including
American, was being affected by the chang-
ing world situation.

The administration has put forward its
request for another and a bigger authoriza-
tion, using the same old slogans that have
been doing duty year after year. It has
taken no serlous notice of the fact that
forelgn ald, both military and civilian, is
undergoing a revolutionary reappraisal
throughout the world. It has treated this
great development as not strictly relevant to
the business before Congress.

L3 - - - L]

Congress has reacted to this lack of plain-
ness and candor. It knows that the whole
subject of foreign aid has to be reconsidered.
It knows that the administration is in fact
beginning to reconsider it. It knows that
the administration has not yet reached many
definite conclusions as to how, in the light of
the new world situation, to form a sound
foreign aid policy.

Then Congress finds that the new money
it is being asked to vote is to be used to
finance the flow of military assistance, not
this year and not next year, but in 1958 and
in 1959. Knowing that the strategical plan-
ning of NATO and of our other alliances may
be seriously revised in the next 2 years, Con-
gress 1s in no mood to authorize large funds
to be used 2 or 3 years hence. “The Con-
gress,"” said the chairman of the House Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs, Mr. RICHARDS, “may
well regard the pending mutual security bill
as only an interim measure.” As there are
nearly 2 years' funds already in the pipeline,
the committee felt that after cutting the
authorization by over a billion dollars, “the
sums recommended in this bill are ample
until we know more about the direction in
which the program will move.”
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The administration would have done well
to listen to those who advised it to go to Con-
gress saying that forelgn ald was going to be
revised, that while the revision was going on
the existing programs should not be dis-
turbed, and that as and when new programs
were worked out, Congress would be told all
about them. On that kind of submission,
the President would in fact have been asking
Congress not to approve a program that is out
of date, but to trust him while a new pro-
gram is being worked out. He might well
have gotten such a vote of confidence.

In reacting as it has reacted the House
Foreign Affairs Committee is moving with,
not counter to, the tides of opinion in West-
ern Europe. When it voted to reduce mili-
tary aid by a billion dollars it did not in the
least believe that it was voting to reduce the
military security of the United States and of
its allies. It was in the same mood as are the
Germans, who do not want to conscript the
promised German divisions, as the French
who have now moved virtually all their in-
fantry to north Africa, as the British, who are
beginning to think about abolishing con-
scription.

It is the mood of people who do not want
to waste their time and their money pre-
paring not for the next war but for the last
war,

The attitude of Congress is the American
expression of the same mood which we are
thinking about abroad when we talk of the
decline of interest in NATO. I do not believe
that the deep cause of this loss of interest
is due to the new look of Soviet policy.
The deep cause is that the higher leadership
of NATO, as it reflects itself in the requests
to the governments, has not kept abreast of
the revolution in the military art. The loss
of interest is due to a loss of belief in the
realism of NATO's strategical conceptions.

If we are wise, we shall not regard the
action of the committee as merely a relapse
into 1isolationism and know-nothingism.
Insofar as there has been such a relapse, it
is due to a failure in leadership—a failure
to argue the case for foreign aid in terms
which are relevant and convincing.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield to
the Senator from Virginia.

Mr. ROBERTSON. I wish to associ-
ate myself with the views expressed by
the majority leader. Like him, I shall
vote for the bill with reluctance. I am
going to go one step further than the
majority leader did. I am glad I shall
be a member of the committee where
the next action will be taken. As a
member of that committee, I intend to
vote for lesser amounts.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr, President, I
yvield myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from California is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. ENOWLAND. We have come to
the end of the road with a very im-
portant piece of legislation. On it there
have, of course, been differences of opin-
ion on both sides of the aisle. The ad-
ministration, of course, has not abdi-
cated, nor does it intend to abdicate,
the world Ileadership responsibilities
which this Nation has. Had we cast
aside at any time the responsibilities of
leadership in the world, there is but one
power that could have picked up the
torch; and it would have engulfed the
world. I refer, of course, to the So-
viet Union and the international system
of communism it represents.
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Mr. President, the present administra-
tion came into power only 3 years ago.
It found the world in a state of war.
After winning World War II, in 1945,
when we were associated with our allies,
and when men of good will everywhere
had hoped that we and our allies might
live in peace with honor in a free world
of free men, there rose in the world a
power—the Soviet Union—which was
determined to destroy human freedom.

As a result of wartime agreements at
Yalta, Teheran, and Potsdam, 500 mil-
lion people who once had been {free
passed behind the Communist Iron Cur-
tain. When President Eisenhower’s ad-
ministration came into power, we found
ourselves involved in a stalemated war in
Korea, which had been going on for a
period of time. The United States alone
carried a heavy share of the burden of
that war. Approximately 90 percent
of the manpower supplied by the United
Nations in that was was supplied by the
United States. More than 90 percent of
the resources supplied by the United
Nations in that war was provided by the
United States. The little Republic of
Korea had contributed approximately
600,000 men; the United States had con-
tributed at a single time more than 500,~
000 men, and we had rotated more than
a million men through Korea. All the
powers associated with us in the United
Nations had contributed only 45,000 men.
Because of certain restrictions placed
upon us, the war had become a stale-
mate. The present administration
brought peace with honor in that area.
However, in the final analysis there is not
a peace in the full sense of the word,
because we still have only an armistice,
The Chinese Communists have not con-
sented to the unification of Korea.

In the period of time since this admin-
istration has come into power, only ap-
proximately 20 million people in North
Vietnam have passed beyond the Iron
Curtain, as compared with the more than
500 million people who passed behind
the Iron Curtain in the 5 years prior to
that time. The Indochina war was rag-
ing when this administration came into
power.

Mr. President, these problems are not
partisan ones. When the war broke out
in Korea, Members of the Senate on both
sides of the aisle supported the then
President of the United States. There
are also in the Senate at this time Mem-
bers who supported the Greek-Turkish
aid program under the prior administra-
tion, and Members who supported the
Marshall plan, doing so because they be-
lieved it was important to rehabilitate
the war-torn world.

Mr. President, I think the American
people can be highly pleased and grati-
fied that at the helm of this country
today there sits a great American,
Dwight Eisenhower, who is devoted to the
cause of peace with honor, who is in-
terested in preserving peace for this gen-
eration and for future generations of
Americans, and who has given leader-
ship to the world in this troubled pe-
riod. I hope we shall never let narrow
partisanship mar our foreign policy in
the future.

Mr. President, I wish to pay tribute,
tonight—I would not want this oppor-
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tunity to pass without doing so—to the
distinguished senior Senator from Geor-
gia [Mr. GEorcE], who has devoted many
years of his life to service in the Senate
of the United States and who, as the
respected and distinguished leader of
the Committee on Foreign Relations, has
led the fight on the floor of the Senate
for the mutual-security bill sponsored
by the administration. Some of the
rest of us have been pleased to join with
him in trying to bring through this leg-
islative battle a piece of proposed leg-
islation which I believe to be important
for the future of our country and the
preservation of a free world of free men.

Mr. President, we owe our thanks to
Senators on both sides of the aisle who
have been prepared to join together, and
who have joined together, not as parti-
sans, not seeking any political advan-
tage, but as Americans determined that
we will maintain this free Republic and
carry on our part in present-day civili-
zation.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, on the question of final passage of
the bill, I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the senior Senator
from New Jersey.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MonroONEY in the chair). The Senator
from New Jersey is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres-
ident, I wish to express my deep appre-
ciation of the remarks which have been
made by the majority leader and the
minority leader, and I also wish to ex-
press my personal appreciation of the
way they have helped in this work. In
addition, I wish to give full credit to the
Foreign Relations Committee, and to the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], its
chairman.

Mr. President, I now seek to obtain
unanimous consent to have a memoran-
dum printed in the Recorp before the de-
bate on this bill is closed. One of the
big problems which has faced us during
this debate and during the study our
committee has been the problem of un-
expended balances under the mutual se-
curity program. It isa very complicated
subject, and I admit that for a long time
I was completely baffled by it. The chair-
man of the committee asked me to make
a study of it, for the benefit of the Sen-
ate, in connection with this debate.

Therefore, Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed at this
point in the body of the REcorp a mem-~
orandum, based on a study I have had
made by the staff of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, and also by my own
staff, covering the unexpended bal-
ances—a subject which has disturbed
us very much. The memorandum covers
the military and the nonmilitary phases
of the unexpended-balances issue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection—— :

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, reserving the right to object—
although I do not intend to object—let
me say that I think the matter to which
the Senator from New Jersey has just
referred is the crux of the question be-
fore us, insofar as I am concerned,
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Under my reservation of the right to
object, I should like to ask the distin-
guished Senator from New Jersey what
the figures show regarding the total un-
expended balances.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I shall be
glad to answer, if I have time in which
to do so.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from New
Jersey.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Jersey is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, the memorandum shows that as of
June 30, 1956, the military unexpended
balances under the Department of De-
fense amount to $5,109.4 million, or
slightly in excess of $5 billion; and also
that there are unexpended balances in
the International Cooperation Admin-
istration for military assistance and di-
rect forces support. The total of mili-
tary unexpended balances amounts to
$5,059.1 million.

Mr, CASE of South Dakota.
excess of $5 billion?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Yes, it is
slightly in excess of $5 billion, But the
obligated or reserved funds in the mili-
tary assistance program are estimated at
$4,863.6 million, and that includes $39.7
million of obligated funds under the In-
ternational Cooperation Administration.

Therefore, Mr. President, this means
that the total of unexpended unobli-
gated funds in the military assistance
program is estimated at $195.5 million
as of June 30, 1956.

The memorandum shows how these
obligated balances are assigned, and how
the unobligated balances are arrived at.
The memorandum also deals with the
nonmilitary unexpended balances, which
constitute a very much smaller amount,
all told; in that category there are $1,-
818.6 million unexpended balances but
only $146.9 million of that is unobligated.

The memorandum also states what
we mean by lead time. I have tried to
list these figures in such a way as to
explain this very complicated problem,
which to me was inexplicable for a long
time, but which we have worked out.

I feel it important that this informa-
tion be placed in the REecorp, for the
benefit of the entire Senate. I hope it
will be extremely helpful next fall or
later next year, when we study the entire
problem. I hope this information will
help improve the system of accounting.
I admit that all of us were at first
baffled by this issue. I hope the material
I am now submitting for the Recorp will
help improve the system of accounting.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Presi-
dent, certainly I have no objection to
having the figures printed in the REcorb.
I had hoped they would be available ear-
lier in the debate. Of course, I am very
glad that the figures have been prepared
by that time at least. My own feeling
1e——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Dakota has reserved
the right to object, and is making a
speech, for which time will have to be
vielded to him by the majority leader or
the minority leader.

It is in
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Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield 1 minute to the Senator from South
Dakota.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Pres-
ident, whenever we have had this an-
nual discussion of the subject, ever since
the Marshall plan was first inaugurated,
I have listened. We have heard some-
thing of the same story as to the purpose
to be served, how it would be accom-
plished, and why it was necessary that a
certain figure had to be authorized.

I do not question the purposes of the
program, but I do question the amounts.
I feel that the unobligated balances are
so large that, coupled with the proposed
appropriation, they represent a larger
amount than should be made available
for this purpose. Therefore I shall vote
against the bill, not because I am op-
posed to its purposes, but because I be-
lieve it would be better administered if
there were not so much funds made
available that it is practically impossible
for even a distinguished Senator like the
Senator from New Jersey to present the
figures without saying he is confused.
We would have better administration
and a better program if the figures were
more sharply defined, and if the amount
were not so large.

I withdraw the objection to the print-
ing in the REcorp of the memorandum
submitted by the Senator from New Jer-
sey.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from New Jersey?

There being no objection, the memo-
randum submitted by Mr. Smita of New
Jersey was ordered to he printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

EsTIMATED UNEXPENDED BALANCES IN THE
MUTUAL SECURITY PROGRAM AS OF JUNE 30,
1956

I. CONTENTIONS TO BE MET

1. There has been opposition to appropria-
tion or authorization of further sizable
funds for the military-assistance program
due to the existence of large so-called un-
expended balances in the program.

2. It has been suggested that these unex-
pended balances are sufficient to run the
program for 2 years at the current annual
rate of expenditure. (Approximately 2.5
billion per annum.)

II. DEFINITION OF TERMS

In order to clarify any discussion of the
unexpended balance situation, it is neces-
sary initially to define a few of the terms in-
volved with some precision.

A, Unexpended balances: Includes all
funds previously authorized and appropri-
ated which have not been expended, i. e,
payment has not been made for goods de-
livered. This total at any time will include
three different classes of funds.

1. Obligated funds: Funds which have
been utilized for the negotiation of contracts
with suppliers and manufacturers for end
items or services which have not as yet been
delivered. Represents commitment of funds
in striet technical compliance with section
1311 of the Supplemental Appropriation Act
of 1955. The technical obligation of the
funds occurs when the military-assistance
funds are cited in a contract.

2. Reserved funds: Funds which have been
allocated to pay for equipment ordered from
our own military services. The services uti-
lize their own funds in contracting for such
items, or for the purchase of replacement
items for their own use-—replncing items in
stock which will be made available to the
military-assistance programs upon the re-
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ceipt of appropriate replacement items.
Such contracts placed by the military serv-
ices are made on the basis of reserved funds
in the military-assistance program. Al-
though such reservations are not technically
obligations, a reservation has substantially
the same effect as an obligation since, pur-
suant to statutory direction, funds held in
reservation cease to be available for other
purposes. (Sec. 108, Mutual Security Appro-
priation Act, 1956.)

3. Unobligated funds: Punds for which
obligations or reservations have not been
made.

III, MILITARY UNEXPENDED BALANCES,
JUNE 30, 1956

1. Amount unexpended: Mr, President, the
Defense Department estimates that the total
of unexpended balances of military funds
under the Defense Department on June 30,
19566, would be $5,019.4 million or slightly
over 856 hillion.

There also will be $31.2 million of unex-
pended balances for military assistance un-
der the International Cooperation Adminis-
tration, 6.1 million under ICA in military
assistance for common-use items, and $2.4
million under ICA for Direct Forces Support.

Therefore, including these military funds
under ICA, the unexpended balances on
June 30, 1956, for the total military assist-
ance program comes to $5,059.1 million,

2. Amount of unexpended balances obli-
gated or reserved: Mr. President, the total
of obligated or reserved funds in the military
assistance program is estimated to be
$4,863.6 million as of June 30, 1956. This
includes $39.7 million obligated funds under
the International Cooperation Administra-
tion.

Therefore, Mr. President, the total of un-
obligated funds in the military-assistance
program is estimated at $195.5 million as of
June 30, 1866. All of this figure comes under
the Department of Defense. ICA will have
no unobligated funds for military assistance
as of that date.

3. Mr. President, these unexpended bal-
ances can be broken down as follows:

(a) German program plus multilateral
commitments for infrastructure, military
headquarters, etc., $1.2 billion.

{b) All other programs, $3.8 billion.

(1) Air Force equipment orders (approxi-
mate), $2 billion.

(2) Army equipment orders (approximate)
$1 billion,

(3) Navy equipment orders (approximate)
$0.5 billion.

(4) Miscellaneous (nonregional, speclal,
ete.) $0.3 billion.

4, Thus, the total of unexpended balances
anticipated for the military assistance pro-
gram for June 30, 1956, is almost completely
obligated or reserved towards the payment,
upon delivery, for specific quantities of spe-
cific types of equipment for specific coun-
tries.

IV. NONMILITARY UNEXPENDED BALANCES,
JUNE 30, 1956

1. Amount unexpended: It is estimated
in the committee report, page 51, that the
total of unexpended balances of nonmili-

funds on June 30, 1956 will be $1,818.6
million. This figure can be found under
“Other mutual security programs.”

2. Amount obligated: Of these nonmili-
tary unexpended balances, the total of obli-
gated funds is estimated to be $1,671.7 mil-
lion as of June 30, 1956.

3. Amount unobligated: Therefore, Mr.
President, the total amount of unobligated
nonmilitary funds as of June 30, 1956 will
be $146.9 million.

In the case of nonmilitary assistance, the
unobligated balance is largely accounted for
by $90 million in the President’s Aslan De-
velopment Fund (which was originally in-
tended for a 3-year period) and by $45.3
million for Palestine refugees. It has not
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been possible to obligate this money because
of the political situation in this area.

V. LEAD TIME

A crucial consideration in the question of
unexpended balances is that of lead time in
the delivery of eguipment, 1. e. the amount
of time that it takes to obtain delivery of
specific equipment to specific countries after
authorization and appropriation have been
made,

Here again, there are various elements in-
volved. In addition to the production lead
times for the assembling of equipment,
there is a necessary administrative lead time
to insure the orderly pursuit of the objec-
tives of the military assistance program.

1. Administrative lead time: Once the
Congress has passed the authorization and
appropriation bills for the mutual security
program, the military assistance program
must be reprogramed, i. e, the sums ac-
tually authorized and appropriated to the
program must be reconciled with the
amounts requested, and the programs re-
evaluated to whatever changed conditions
may have developed between the prepara-
tion of the program and the final action by
Congress, (It should be obvious that there
is mecessarily considerable time between the
initial preparation of authorization re-
quests and the final appropriation of the
money—as in all budget preparations—for
instance, the preparation for fiscal year 1958
is already being initiated with the military
ascistance advisory groups in the field.)

Various persons dealing with the adminis-
tration of this program have testified before
the Senate and House committees that the
“reprograming’ phase consumes at least 6
months. That the necessary consultations
with the personnel in the various countries,
the area fleld commanders, the State De-
partment, the ICA, the Joint Chiefs, and the
like preclude the avallability of the funds
appropriated for any fiscal year before Janu-
ary 1.

Thus there is about a 6-month adminis-
trative lead time in the obligation and ex-
penditure of appropriated funds in any fiscal
year. In addition, once the reprograming
has been completed, and the needs for
military equipment have been finally de-
termined within the funds available, then
there is substantial production lead time
prior to the delivery of any equipment,

2. Production lead time: It is almost im-
possible for funds appropriated in a fiscal
year to result in the delivery and receipt of
equipment during that same fiscal year.
Even the shortest production lead time
items cannot be delivered prior to the ex-
piration of the fiscal year after the repro-
graming stage has been completed. With
longer production lead-time items such as
aireraft and mnaval ships, production lead
time plus administrative lead time con-
sumes up to 2 and 3 years.

3. Delivery lead time: Furthermore, in
most instances there is encountered a de-
livery lead time. Since the funds do not be-
come expended until actual delivery to the
docks for overseas shipment there is addi-
tional time consumed before the actual ex-
penditure of funds. Shipment to appropri-
ate ports plus time consumed in processing
paper work for payment may add several
weeks to total lead time.

4. Lead time and fiscal year 1957 appropri-
ations: With all these considerations of lead
time, an illustration of the nature of the un-
expended balances can be made with the
fiscal year 1967 appropriations. Of the to-
tal of approximately $3 billion appropriation
which the administration requested for the
military assistance program, only $0.4 billion
was estimated for expenditure during the
fiscal year 1857, Practically all of that total
would be consumed in fixed charges, direct
forces support, training, administration, and
packing, crating, handling, and transporta-
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tion of end-items delivered under prior year
appropriations.

Of the remainder of the requested fiscal
year 1957 appropriation, $1.1 billion would
be expended in fiscal year 1958, and $1.5
billion, half of the total requested, would
remain unexpended until equipment deliv-
eries and payment In fiscal year 1959.

VI. UNEXFENDED BALANCES AND MILITARY
PLANNING

The great bulk of the unexpended balances
actually represents equipment ordered, in the
process of production and release, committed
to specific countries, but not yet delivered
and paid for.

These funds are definitely committed to
particular programs. As Deputy Asssitant
Secretary of Defense E. Perkins McGuire tes-
tified, "“In most cases our allies have based
their own defense and budgetary plans on
the assumption that the material and serv-
ices in these programs would be received
from the United States. Thus these items
are not available to any substantial degree
for redistribution as a consequence of failure
to reappropriate needed unobligated balances
or failure to appropriate required amounts
of new funds.”

Furthermore, the equipment represented
by the unexpended balances is not neces-
sarily transferable from one country to an-
other because of the special character of that
equipment. That is, equipment which is
under contract for production and delivery
to NATO would probably have little use in
meeting the military needs in Indochina, and
likewise vice versa, .

Reliance upon unexpended balances to
carry the program forward, without sufficient
additional authorization for fiscal year 1957,
can only result in a definite lag during fiscal
year 1058 and fiscal year 1959. The military-
assistance program needs new obligational
authority now in order to insure that appro-
priate levels of delivery and assistance wiil
be flowing to our allies during those fiscal
years. We cannot repair this situation with
increased authorization during future years.
Contracts must be placed during fiscal year
19567 in order to anticipate inevitable lead
time in deliveries for fiscal years 1858 and
1959,

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Texas yield to me?

Mr., JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield 3 minutes to the Senator
from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I am sorry
I cannot vote for the bill. I would like
to have voted for what appeared to be
a reasonable foreign-aid bill. It has al-
ways been my feeling that since the
Korean war, during which time we were
appropriating as much as $7 million a
year for foreign-aid purposes, we should
have been reducing the amounts appro-
priated for that purpose.

Nothing that has happened during the
past year would, in my judgment, justify
the Congress in appropriating more
money this year than was appropriated
last year or the year before. This year
we are appropriating $1,500,000,000 more,
by action of the Senate, than was appro-
priated the previous year. That is an
increase of almost 60 percent, which is
a reversal of the trend. If is a move in
the direction of disposing of much more
of the resources of our people in the for-
eign-aid program. It seems to me that

we should reduce the program, rather -

than increase it by 60 percent.

Senators know that since 1953 we
have been steadily reducing appropria-
tions, and steadily reducing carried-
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over balances. Now we are reversing the
trend.

I hope that some day within the
next 10 years we may get this program
down to a figure which the American
people will not resent. The American
people feel that we are spending far too
much on this program, and I think they
are right in that feeling. So long as
additional funds are to be appropriated,
and so much money is to be carried for-
ward, I feel that I must vote against the
bill.

Mr, ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. HICKENLOOPER].

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
as one who would not vote a thin dime
for donation programs unless he felt
that they were in the interest of the secu-
rity of the United States, I wish to say
that I am very much disturbed by the
political undertones of certain state-
ments made here tonight with regard
to what I approach as a completely non-
partisan and unpartisan action in the
interest of the security of the country.

I have had the honor and the priv-
ilege, and sometimes the burden, of
serving on the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee for the past 10 years. I was a
member of the committee in the 80th
Congress, when the so-called Marshall
Plan was inaugurated. That was a Re-
publican Congress, which authorized
the requests of a Democratic adminis-
tration to spend vast sums of money in
an attempt to help in the reconstruction
of a war-torn Europe, !

I had been in many countries of Eu-
rope at that time, and I visited many
others later. I saw what I thought was
the need for a humane, humanitarian
approach to the reconstruction of the
economy of those countries, not as a
donation program, but in the self-inter-
est of America and a free society.

It was not the Republican Party or
the Republicans who gave China to the
Russians. It was not the Republican
Party or the Republican leadership
which put the Kremlin in possession of
world dominion, a position in which to-
day it controls more than a third of the
population of the world. But today, in
this administration, it is the responsi-
bility of the Republican Party to pick
up the pieces of the debris which were
left as a result of those ill-advised set-
tlements near the close and at the close
of World War II,

We are not dodging or shirking that
responsibility, at least so far as the lead-
ership is concerned. I am willing to
assume it, unpopular as it may be, and
unpopular as may be the taxes which
are necessary as a result of those past

-mistakes.

So tonight I dislike to hear the con-
notation and the insinuation that this is
a Republican mistake that we are try-
ing to support. I think it is the re-
sponsibility of the American people to
act in the best interests of America and
of future generations. The only excuse
I have for voting for great expenditurcs
of money abroad is that it is in the in-
terest of the security of the United
States and tomorrow’s generation,

I am sad tonight that political under-
tones have crept into the excuses for
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voting for the bill. We are all concerned
about our country, its future, and its
security.

I have voted in various ways. I have
voted in times past to eliminate the give-
away programs. Today I suggest that in
this bill 75 percent of the advances
which we make in the so-called give-
away programs are on the basis of re-
payment, That is g victory for those of
us who do not believe in giving away
money in a charitable gesture, but
rather putting it on the basis that those
who receive it will repay it at some
future date.

This is not a giveaway program. It
is in contrast with the original programs,
which gave away vast sums of money
without any responsibility on the re-
cipients to pay it back.

This evening I earnestly hope that the
Senate will not undertake to assert that
this is a political manipulation on the
part of those of us who vote for the bill,
in spite of the mistakes of the present
administration. The Senators who vote
for it should vote for it because it is the
continuance of a program which was
started by a combination of Democratic
executive leadership and  Republican
legislative authority. It started in the
80th Congress. I hope that we shall not
adopt an attitude either for or against
the bill for reasons of political advan-
tage. I hope we shall be big enough, as
a country and as a legislative body, to
see that, whichever way we vote—and
many Senators will vote against this
bill, and many will vote for it—we shall
be voting for what we believe to be the
long-range security and the best in-
terests of our country, and of tomorrow’s
generation.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
vield 2 minutes to the Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr. AIKEN].

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I fear
that the country will be shocked at the
charges we have heard, to the effect that
this administration is a failure. I cer=
tainly was shocked to hear that our do-
mestic policies have been failures, and
that our foreign policy has also failed.

Mr. President, what is failure? Does
the fact that our present foreign trade
is the greatest in peacetime history and
is steadily inereasing indicate failure?

Is the fact that we have not been en-
gaged in war and that there has been no
major war anywhere in the world for 3
years evidence of failure?

Does the fact that we are enjoying the
greatest prosperity we have ever known,
either in wartime or in peacetime, war-
rant the charge of failure?

Does the fact that during the past 3
years we have made great cuts in our
taxes and have balanced our budget and
put our fiscal system in a sound condition
constitute a failure?

Mr. President, if this be failure, may
this kind of failure last forever.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield 3 minutes to the Senator
from North Carolina.

Mr, ERVIN. Mr. President, I should
like to vote for an aid bill which gives
reasonable technical assistance to un-
derdeveloped countries to help them to
help themselves. I should like to vote
for an aid bill which gives military as-
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sistance to those nations which have
manifested a willingness to stand by the
free world in any possible conflict with
the Soviet bloe. I should like to vote for
an aid bill which gives economic assist=
ance to countries like South Korea and
Formosa, which are incapable of self-
support.

However, I must confess that the con-
coction of international slumgullion
embodied in the pending bill is more
than I can support.

In order to vote for technical assist-
ance and economic aid to those countries
which are in need of those things and
which are friends of America, I must,
under the pending bill, vote for economic
aid for countries which have constantly
manifested their hostility to this
country.

In order to vote for military aid to
those nations which have shown their
willingness to stand by the free world in
any possible conflict with the Soviet bloe,
I must vote for military aid for one
nation whose leader stated a short time
ago that he would never again be sep-
arated from Russia, and I must vote for
military aid to other nations which, ac-
cording to the sworn testimony which
has been adduced before a committee of
which I am a member, are selling stra-
tegic materials to Russia and to the
other countries of the Soviet bloc—mate-
rials which can be used to destroy the
lives of American boys in the event of
hostilities between America and the So-
viet bloe.

That is just too much for my con-

science to stand. I shall not vote for the

bill for those reasons.

_ The bill, as the distinguished junior
Senator from Louisiana has pointed out,
increases the appropriation for foreign
aid in the 12th year after the end of the
Second World War over the appropria-
tion for the 11th year by $1'% billion.
It does this at a time when those in
charge of the administration of the for-
eign-aid program already have unex-
pended funds totaling $6,800 million at
their disposal.

The appropriation authorized by this
bill would take at least $55 million out of
the pockets of the taxpayers of my State
of North Carolina at a time when my
State has great difficulty in finding
enough money with which to educate its
children and defray its other necessary
expenses. A part of that money would
be given to Tito and to countries which
are selling strategic materials to Russia.
That is too much for me.

Although I have the greatest respect
for the judgment of the very genial and
able majority leader, I cannot share his
feeling that the defeat of this bill would
cause any injury to us or the free world.
I believe if we did the intelligent thing
tonight by voting down this bill, the ad-
ministration would forthwith come in
with an intelligent bill that we could con-
scientiously support.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from North Carolina
has expired.

Mr. KENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield 4 minutes to the Senator from
South Dakota.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, it seems
to me that during a good deal of the
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debate of the last hour or two we have
lost sight of one very important factor
which should be high in our minds as we
come to cast our decisive vote on this
important bill.

I think the important fact is that we
are debating this bill at a time when we
are nearing the half-year mark in the
fourth successive year of peace in the
world, certainly a peace so far as all our
American soldiers are concerned.

I do not know, and I am sure no other
human being knows for sure, the precise
formula by which peace is made and by
which peace is preserved. Undoubtedly,
preserving world peace results from a
combination of contributing factors.

At least peace must have some asso-
ciation with the things which we are:
doing concurrently at the time when we
have peace. There must be some rela-
tionship between peace and the political
and military leadership supplied by the
United States as the recognized leader
of the free world. Presumably there is
a relationship between peace and NATO,
which has tended to bind together and
to keep going in a common direction a

great many of our associates in Western

Europe, and the united strength of their
armed forces and fabricating plants.

Presumably there is also a relationship
between peace and the mutual security
program, which provides for countries
all over the world some kind of connec-
tion, some kind of relationship with the
United States and with the other free
countries of the world, so we continue
moving together, in an economic sense
and in a military sense, as a common
phalanx of freedom against aggressive
world communism.

As for me, I am thinking tonight of
what a mnoncontroversial Republican
said a long time ago. He was a Repub-
lican by the name of Abraham Lincoln.
He said he could never determine which
lez of a three-legged stool was most
important, because if you knock off any
leg the stool falls to the ground.

Perhaps we ought to think a little bit
about that tonight. We all want peace.
‘We want it preserved. The three factors
I have mentioned have been operating
concurrently with our peace. Before we
run the risk of kicking a leg off the stool
and supplying nothing in its place, per-
haps we had better run the risk of being
a little bit unpopular at home by assum-
ing our full responsibility as Senators
by supporting the Secretary of State, by
supporting President Eisenhower, and
by supporting those in the world who are
trying to march together and work to-
gether against this tremendous force of
militaristic, aggressive, godless com-
munism.

Mr. President, of course the easy vote
is “no”; perhaps the popular vote is also
“no.” There is always much appeal in
the persuasive suggestion that we spend
this money on ourselves rather than in
this global effort to help strengthen
others to work with us and to stand
with us against aggressive communism.
But, sir, peace is a going concern in
the world today and our great President,
Dwight D. Eisenhower, who did so much
to make and keep it a going concern, tells
us he needs this authorization bill to
hold the line for peace. Who among us
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who might vote “no’” can better promote
a program for peace than our President
who solemnly assures us he needs this
tool to continue and complete the task?
Who among us who might vote “no”
would assume the blame for war if de-
feat of this measure signals the world
that collective security as a concept for
the free world has thus been killed? Mr.
President, by my vote tonight I refuse
to expand the risk of war or to decrease
the hope for peace, reluctant though I
am to vote for the full fizure of this bill.
If I err tonight, as all humans must and
do, I want my error to be on the side
of voting too much rather than too little
for a program which has helped preserve
the peace.

I think the money item in this bill is
too big. I say to you now, as a member
of the Senate Committee on Appropri-
ations, that I expect to vote for substan-
tial reductions in this bill when it comes
to the appropriations. But tonight we
now face the choice that we either vote
for all of it or none of it. We vote, in
my opinion, for too little or too much.
We now must vote for all of it or none
of it. We now must vote to stay in or
get out. I would rather vote to author=
ize spending a little too much tonight for
peace, than run the risk of voting a great
deal too little for peace. I prefer an
economical peace but I prefer an ex-
pensive peace, even, as against risking
the world fall-apart that would kick
cff another war.

Since we now have no alternative, we
will do well to pass this authorization
bill; we will do well to present it to the
Appropriations Committee, and there
make the careful, scrutinizing reduc-
tions which I am sure are possible and
which I believe will have the votes to
effectuate.

The difficulty is, Mr. President, if we
vote “no” tonight, where do we go? We
cannoft just walk out of the world and
slam the door and look up into space.
We are still in the world. There is no
other able and proper world leader to
take our place. Unless we can provide
some other device, some other peace-
preserving program, some other tactic,
another leg to take the place of the one
on the footstool of peace that we would
kick out, and thus destroy the only peace
program which we have, it seems to me,
Mr. President, we are forced tonight per-
haps to vote for a little too much money
in authorizations, so that we can vote
the right amount when appropriation
time comes along. It is hard to esti-
mate the proper dollar sign for peace or
the full cost of war, Mr. President. But
to vote “no” now is to scrap a program
associated with our peace without sup-
plying anything in the awful vacuum
which we would create.

I was in hopes, Mr. President, that
Congress would appropriate some money
and authorize a Hoover type commission
of some kind as recommended by Sena-
tor EnowLranp, to bring into the next
session of Congress a substitute for
foreign aid, a substitute for the present
program. Perhaps we will get that in
any event, if we adopt the resolution for
the Senate to set up a study commis-
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sion of its own and if the President car-
ries out his indication that he will ap-
point his own executive study commit-
tee. In that event, we should come up
next year with another kind of program
for world cooperation, some other pro-
gram for holding together the forces of
peace,

But in the meantime, Mr. President, I
do not want my vote to be responsible
in part for running the risk of jeopardiz-
ing the peace that we have won at such
great cost.

Finally, Mr. President, let me reiterate
the hope that by next year we shall have
developed or evolved a better, less ex-
pensive program to preserve the peace.
I hope loans may supplant grants and
that better, closer cooperations may be
developed among the non-Communist
nations of the world. I hope more can
then be done by others to help them-
selves and to make contributions to
our common cause of peace and freedom.
But above all, Mr. President, I hope and
pray that a year from now we shall still
have our precious peace so we can argue
and debate the best means of sustaining
it rather than once again being compelled
to spend the billions of dollars and the
millions of lives which another cruel
‘war would cost us.

Our working formula for peace, Mr.
President, is far from perfect. But, sir,
it is working, And we do have peace
in the world. This may not be the best
plan for preserving peace but it is the
only plan and program for which we

‘can vote tonight. It gives great promise

of helping to sustain the peace another
year. It should give us time to test and
evolve other methods and new ap-
proaches. Let us not destroy what we
have and what is working until we dis-
cover a new formula and provide some-
thing more than unsupported hope as
the substance of our crusade for peace.
If we appropriate or authorize too much,
Mr. President, we can rescind or reduce
our expenditures but if we authorize too
little and war eventuates we cannot re-
vive a single lost life or reduce the di-

‘mensions of the calamity of an atomic

war by any act of Congress or by any
proclamation by the President.

So, Mr. President, I shall vote “yes" .

despite the temptation to take the easy
route of voting “no.” I shall not vote to

ull apart the peace which we have al-

ady spent so much to put together.
I shall hope and work for a better pro-
gram to preserve the peace but until
we can develop it I shall not vote to
kick a support out from under the stool
President Eisenhower tells us he requires
to meet the war threats and the Com-
munist challenges of today.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote!

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I am prepared to yield back the
remainder of my time on the bill, pro-
vided the minority leader will yield back
the time remaining to him.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
am prepared to yield back the remainder
of my time.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote!

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
question is, Shall the bill pass?

The
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On this question, the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. BENDER (when his name was
called). I have a pair with the Senator
from Indiana [Mr, JENNER], who is nec-
essarily absent. If he were present, he
would vote “nay”; if I were permitted
to vote, I would vote “yea.” I withhold
my vote.

Mr. MORSE (when his name was
called). I have a pair with the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. RusseLL], If he were
present, he would vote “nay”; if I were
permitted to vote, I would vote “yea.” 1
withhold my vote.

The rollcall was concluded.

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrpl, the
Senator from Texas [(Mr. DanteL], the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN],
the Senator from EKentucky [Mr. Hum-
PHREYsS], the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. Lairpl, the Senator from
Washington [Mr. Macnuson], and the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RusseLL],
are absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
‘West Virginia [Mr. NEeLY] is necessarily
absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. Byrp] is paired with the Sen=
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Virginia would vote “nay” and the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island would vote “yea.”

The Senator from Texas [Mr, DANIEL]
is paired with the Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. Huomeareys]. If present and
voting, the Senator from Texas would
vote “nay” and the Senator from Ken-
tucky would vote “yea.”

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
Lamrp] is paired with the Senator from
Washington [Mr. Macnuson]l. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from West
Virginia would vote “yea” and the Sen-
ator from Washington would vote “nay.”

I further announce that the Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. NeeLv], if pres-
ent and voting, would vote “yea.” '

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE-
HART] is absent by leave of the Senate for
the purpose of attending the Indiana
Republican State convention.

_ The Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN-
NER] is necessarily absent, and his pair
with the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
BeNnDER] has been announced previously.

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLp-
WwATER], the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
MarTIin], the Senator from Wisconsin
{Mr. WiLey]l, and the Senators from
Kansas [Mr. CarLsoN and Mr. ScHOEP-
PEL] are absent on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Iowa [Mr. MaRrTiN], the Senator from
Kansas [Mr. ScHOEPPEL], the Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. WiLEY], would each
vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Kansas
[Mr. CarLsoN] is paired with the Senator
from Arizona [Mr. GorLpwaTer]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Kansas would vote “yea,” and the Sena-

tor from Arizona would vote “nay.”
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The result was announced—yeas 54,
nays 25, as follows:

YEAS—54

Atken Hennings Mundt
Allott Hickenlooper Murray
Anderson Hill Neuberger
Eeall Holland Pastore
Bennett Humphrey, Payne
Bridges Minn. Potter
Bush Ives Purtell
Butler Jackson Robertson
Case, N. J. Johnson, Tex. Saltonstall
Ciements Kefauver Scott
Cotton Eennedy Smathers
Dirksen Knowland Smith, Maine
Douglas Kuchel Smith, N. J.
Duff Lehman Eparkman
Flanders Mansfield Symington
Fulbright Martin, Pa. Thye
George McNamara Watkins
Gore Millikin
Hayden Monroney
: NAYS—25
Barrett Ervin McClellan
Bible Frear O'Mahoney
Bricker Hruska Stennis
Case, S. Dak., Johnston, S. C. Welker
Chavez Kerr . Williams
Curtis Langer Wofford
Dworshak Long Young
Eastland Malone
Ellender McCarthy

NOT VOTING—17
Bender Green Martin, Iowa
Byrd Humphreys, Morse
Capehart Ky. Neely
Carlson Jenner Russell
Daniel Laird Schoeppel
Goldwater Magnuson Wiley

So the bill (H. R. 11356) was passed.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be
printed with the Senate amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate insist upon its
amendment, request a conference with
the House of Representatives thereon,
and that the Chair appoint conferees
on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. GEORGE,
Mr. GREEN, Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr. SPARK-
MAN, Mr. SmiTH of New Jersey, Mr. HicK-
ENLOOPER, and Mr. ENOWLAND conferees
on the part of the Senate. .

AUTHORIZATION FOR THE PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE TO SIGN EN-
ROLLED BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
DURING ADJOURNMENT

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I submit an order and ask that it
be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
order will be read for the information of
the Senate.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

Ordered, That notwithstanding the ad-
journment following today's sesslon, the
President pro tempore be authorized to sign
enrolled bills and joint resolutions duly
passed by the two Houses and found truly
enrolled.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 'The
question is on agreeing to the order.
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I move
that the order be agreed to.
The motion was agreed to.
CIT—716

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

BENEFITS FOR SURVIVORS OF
SERVICEMEN AND VETERANS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of Calendar 2401, H. R.
7089, to provide benefits for the survivors
of servicemen and veterans, and for
other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the information
of the Senate.

The Cuier CLERK. A bill (H. R. 7089)
to provide benefits for the survivors of
servicemen and veterans, and for other
Purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
aquestion is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Texas.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Finance, with amendments,

FIFTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF FURE
FOOD AND MEAT INSPECTION
ACT

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Mr.
President, tomorrow, June 30, 1956,
marks the historic 50th anniversary of
two of the most forward-looking, liberal
pieces of legislation ever designed to pro-
tect the health and welfare of the Ameri-
can people. I refer to the first FPure
Food and Drugs Act—Public Law 384,
59th Congress, 1st session, Thirty-
fourth United States Statutes at Large,
page 768—and the first Meat Inspec-
tion Act—Public Law 382, Thirty-fourth
United States Statutes at Large, page
674, 59th Congress, 1st session—both
signed into law on June 30, 1906, by the
great conservationist and humanitarian,
Theodore Roosevelt.

Mr. President, we can never reiterate
too much the necessity of this type of
legislation, nor can we ever relax our
surveillance with respect to the protec-
tion and improvement of the human re-
sources of this Nation. The problems of
health are like the duties of the house-
wife: they are never finished. Thus,
the celebration of the 50th anniversary
of this historic legislation should remind
us of our continuing responsibility to
review the need for improved legislation
and improved enforcement procedures
of our pure food and meat inspection
laws.

It is fitting on this occasion, Mr, Pres-
ident, to recall the conditions that pre-
ceded pure food and meat inspection
legislation. This type of legislation be-
came imperative because of the willing-
ness of producers of food, drink, and
drugs to inundate the markets of the
country with adulterated merchandise.
Here was a shameful blight on our na-
tional conscience because immoral man-
ufacturers put profit ahead of the wel-
fare of the consuming public. Heinous
frauds were perpetrated on the unwit-
ting conisumer who bought inferior ar-
ticles labeled as goods of standard qual-
ity. Moreover, we must recall the seri-

ous menace to public health that these

practices engendered; food products,
particularly meat, were commonly sold
which were impure, diseased, or other-
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wise completely unfit for human con-
sumption. The grossness of these
abuses culminated in the enactment of
the first pure food and drug and meat
inspection laws.

The Congress led the way and its ex-
ample provided the States with the in-
centive to make improvements on the
Federal law within their own jurisdic-
tions. Originally, the Congress was
faced by constitutional obstacles, be-
cause no authority was given by that
instrument to legislate on food and
drugs or the regulation of the processes
of manufacturing. Finally, the inter-
state commerce clause was used as the
basis of this legislation. But the origi-
nal laws were weak.

It was in 1938, under the leadership
of Franklin D. Roosevelt, that a Food
and Drug Administration was set up
under authority of Public Law 717—
Fifty-second United States Statutes at
Large, page 1040, 75th Congress, 3d ses-
sion—which put teeth in the earlier law.
Senator Copeland, of New York, a great
scientist and physician in his own right,
is worthy of tribute as the man who suc-
cassfully sponsored and brought to
fruition his dream that governmental
authority might more efficaciously lead
the way in the protection of the consum-
ing public from the virus of adulterated
food products.

Originally under the Department of
Agriculture, the Food and Drug Admin-
istration was transferred to the Federal
Security Ageney in 1940. It is now part
of the Health, Education, and Welfare
Department which was created from the
Federal Security Agency in 1953,

Thus today we find our Government
with machinery to cover the Nation with
chemists and inspectors, fully equipped
with testing laboratories. The scope of
operation under these laws includes en-
forcement operations, scientific investi-
gations, control of new drugs, food
standards, pesticide tolerances, and cer-
tification services.

Mr. President, in the July issue of
Consumer Reports there is an excellent
review of the past 50 years of the Pure
Food and Drugs Act. The analysis is
made by both medical and economic
consultants. I ask unanimous consent
that this article appear at this point in
my remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

F1FrYy YEARS OF THE FoOD AND DRUG ACT

A REVIEW BY CU'S MEDICAL CONSULTANTS

On the average, consumers spend a guar-
ter of their incomes, a total of about $65 bil-
lion a year, for products—foods, drugs, med-
ical devices, and cosmetics—covered by Fed-
eral and State food and drug legislation,
Basically, these laws are intended to insure
that such products are clean, wholesome,
and what they are claimed to be. That is,
food for sale must not be filthy, decomposed,
poisonous, or otherwise unfit for human con-
sumption; drugs must not be dangerous to
health and life when used as prescribed,
must be up to given standards of potency and
reasonably effective for the conditions they
are purported to alleviate; dangerous drugs
must be kept unavallable to consumers ex-
cept through prescription; cosmetics and
therapeutric devices must be safe to use, and
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go on. In short, the food and drug laws—of
which the 1908 act was the foundation—are
the most important consumer-protection
laws of the Nation.,

The hero of this year's celebration is Dr.
Harvey W. Wiley, physician, and chief chem-
ist of the Department of Agriculture from
1883 to 1912. After leading the drive to
arouse the public and Congress to the dan-
gers of impure drugs, patent-medicine
quackery, and filthy and poisoned foods, he
finally saw his efforts rewarded in the pas-
sage on June 30, 1906, of the Federal Food
and Drugs Act,

The food and drug law and its companion
meat-inspection act, which established the
inspection and grading of meats by the
United States Department 'of Agriculture,
were enacted during a period of unrestrained
competitive abuses, increasing concentration
of people in cities, rapid growth of food-proc-
essing industries, and rapid progress in the
science of medicine. The consumer could
no longer even attempt to determine for
himself the purity, safety, or nutritional
value of foods, for these were often grown
on large farms hundreds or thousands of
miles away, then processed and packaged
in large food factories. Nor could he judge
the safety or effectiveness of drugs and pat-
ent medicines, which were only too often
marketed without proper standards of qual-
ity and purity, or concern for safety and ef-
fectiveness.

When the medicine man held sway

Uncontrolled to any significant extent by
a sense of community responsibility, many
food processors and drug makers made little
effort to insure the safety or cleanliness of
their products. Dr. Wiley and others showed
that harmful amounts of boric acid, borax,
salicylic acld, and formaldehyde were being
used as preservatives In foods; that there was
sometimes no chicken or turkey in products
sold as potted chicken or potted turkey; that
sales of Vermont maple sirup exceeded the
production capacity of that State by about
10 times; that doctors were prescribing drugs
of uncertain purity and quality; and that
scores of patent medicines containing harm-
ful amounts of alcohol, opium, and cocaine
were being freely marketed as pain Kkillers,
female-trouble remedies, tonics, headache
powders, and cancer cures—with claims that
would make some contemporary advertisers
green with envy.

Cruder abuses curbed

The 1906 law, passed over the bitter oppo-
sition of influential sections of the food and
drug industries, helped to curb some of the
cruder of these abuses. As the population
increased, as the food industry continued to
grow in size and complexity, and as the phar-
maceutical and cosmetic industries began to
expand in the wake of advances in medical
science and chemistry, new problems in food
and drug regulation arose, and serious weak-
nesses in the law became apparent. HEspe-
cially conspicuous was the law's failure to
give the enforcing agency, the Department of
Agriculture, authority to set up legal stand-
ards for foods, to inspect food-processing and
bandling establishments, to require prior
proof of the safety of new drugs before they
were put on the market, or to exercise any
control over cosmetics. Dangerous amounts
of harmful chemicals continued to be used in
preserving, processing, dyeing, and flavoring
foods. Harmful amounts of arsenic and lead
residues from insecticide sprays were often
present on apples and other fruits when they
reached the consumer. Misrepresentation of
the weight, composition, and nutritional
value of foods still occurred. Imitation foods
were widely sold without being labeled as
imitations. There was no control whatsoever
over therapeutic devices, and such absurdi-
ties as whistles for developing weak lungs,
nose straighteners, fake sunlamps, bust de-
velopers, eye exercisers, and “radioactive’ and
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magnetic devices for the cure of serious ail=-
ments were freely sold.

Horror and tragedy

Although the act forbade false claims on
labels of remedies for cancer, coughs, colds,
tuberculosis, epilepsy, and the like, the 1912
Sherley amendment required the Govern-
ment to prove that such claims were not only
false but fraudulent. The practical prob-
lem of providing evidence that would con-
vince a court that a drug manufacturer
knew his claims were false was a great handi-
cap to the Government in its efforts to pro-
tect the consumer. And even if the Govern-
ment won its case, the manufacturer could
simply transfer his fraudulent claims from
the package to his newspaper and magazine
advertisements, over which the law had no
jurisdiction.

In 1912, Dr. Wiley, “having been con-
vinced that it was useless for me to remain
any longer as a Chief of the Bureau of
Chemistry which had been deprived of prac-
tically all its authority under the law,” re-
signed. In his letter of resignation he said
among other things, “I saw the fundamental
principles of the 1906 Food and Drugs Act
* * * one by one paralyzed or discredited.”

The dedication of the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration officials (now transferred from
the Bureau of Chemistry and established as
a separate unit of the Department of Agri-
culture) could not make up for the serious
gaps in the law, but with its 1933 “Chamber
of Horrors” exhibit, the FDA did succeed in
arousing people to the law’'s deficiencies and
the advantage taken of them by food and
drug manufacturers. Such books as *100,-
000,000 Guinea Pigs,” published in the thir-
ties, helped to increase public awareness of
the need for drastic revision of the law.

In 1937, an event occurred that had a
deep effect on public opinion: 105 persons
died from poisoning by an “Elixir of Sul-
fanilamide."” After adding diethylene glycol,
an antifreeze agent, to the elixir as a solvent,
the manufacturer had marketed the product
without testing its toxicity. This event
helped to end 5 years of debate, characterized
by bitter opposition to any change in the
law from many drug manufacturers and food
processors and by indifference or even hos-
tility to the idea on the part of many news-
papers. On June 25, 1938, a new food and
drug law came into being—the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetics Act.

The new law

The new law covered cosmetics and thera-
peutic devices as well as foods and drugs and,
in general, was intended to strengthen the
Government's hand in its efforts to insure
for the American people wholesome, health-
ful, clean, and truthfully labeled food, and
safe and effective drugs, cosmetics, and
therapeutic devices, It was designed also
to protect legitimate producers from unfair
competition by the unserupulous. Despite
some serious weaknesses, it was a definite
advance over the 1906 law. The task of en-
forcing it and four related acts was given
to the FDA, now removed from the Agricul-
ture Department and under the aegis of the
Federal Security Administration.

Under the seizure provisions of the new
law, any food, drug, therapeutic device, or
cosmetic that was impure, dangerous, or
misbranded could be seized and condemned,
Furthermore, the law gave the FDA au-
thority to establish reasonable definitions
and standards of identity for foods, to make
factory inspections, and to prohibit the mar-
keting of foods produced under insanitary
conditions. Containers which might make
foods injurious to health, and the use in
foods of coal-tar colors, unless officially cer-
tified to be harmless, were banned. How=-
ever, the law does not require manufacturers
or processors to supply prior proof of the
safety of a chemical before using it in foods.
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A food product is deemed misbranded if
offered for sale under the name of another
food unless it is plainly marked as an imita-
tion of that food. The label of a product
sold as a food for which no definition and
standard of identity have been established
must state the common names of all the
ingredients in it in order of their prevalence.
Neither the amount nor the proportions of
the ingredients are required to be listed, but
artificial flavorings and, for dietary aids, in-
formation on vitamin and mineral content
must be noted. The label must also disclose
the use of artificial coloring, except for that
in butter, cheese, and ice cream. The Miller
amendment, passed in 1954, authorized FDA
to establish safe tolerances in the final prod-
uct for poisonous materials (pesticides, for
example) used in the growing of fruit and
vegetable crops.

To prevent another tragedy of the elixir of
sulfanilamide type, the law requires a com-
pany marketing a new drug to file an appli-
cation giving full reports of investigations
showing that the drug was safe for use; a
full statement of the composition of the
drug; a full description of methods used to
make, process, and pack the drug and speci-
mens of proposed labeling of the drug.
The FDA studies the data, and, if convinced
that the new preparation is safe It makes
effective the application.

Loopholes to be plugged

One cannot overlook the fact, however,
that the new drug provision has several
major weaknesses. The provision as to the
safety of a new drug is based largely or en-
tirely on the drug company's experimental
and clinical data filed with the application.
Consciously or unconsciously, experimental
research and clinical tests undertaken by a
pharmaceutical company would tend to show
the most favorable aspects of the drug's
effects and tend to hide serious toxic or other
side effects.

A drug or cosmetic is deemed adulterated
if it was produced under insanitary condi-
tions, contains insanitary ingredients, is
packed in a poisonous container, or is colored
with an uncertified coal-tar coloring. Es-
tablished drugs are required to conform to
the standards of purity and guality set forth
in the United States Pharmacopoeia and the
National Formulary.

If its labeling is “false or misleading in
any particular,” a cosmetic is considered
misbranded. Hair dyes may contain uncerti-
fied coal-tar colors only if the label or in-
structions give adequate directions for pre-
liminary testing and a warning against use
on eyelashes or eyebrows, since such use
“may cause blindness.”

Congress also gave the FDA the task of
regulating all intrastate sale of food and
drugs shipped across State lines; the sale
of colored oleomargarine in hotels and res-
taurants; drug-store sales of prescription
drugs; domestic production of insulin, coal-
tar colors, and five antibiotic drugs; and
inspecting seafood establishments.

Under the Wheeler-Lea amendment, con-
trol over the advertising of foods, drugs, cos-
metles, and treatment devices was turned
over to the Federal Trade Commission,

To give consumers adequate protection
against the many serious hazards which now
exist, not only is a much larger appropriation
needed for the enforcement of the present
food, drug, and cosmetic law, but there is
also need for changes in the law and for
greater protection of consumers in areas now
covered by other agencies and other laws,
False, misleading, and exaggerated advertis-
ing claims, for example, are outside the
scope of FDA's control and are inadequately
curbed. Controls on the use of chemicals
of unknown hazard in cosmetics and in
many foods are grossly inadequate. There
is a serious hazard in the lack of compulsory
sanitary inspection of poultry processing
plants of a kind now required in meat pack-
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ing plants. Foods and drugs produced and
sold within a State come under often inade-
quate State laws, not the Federal act. Labels
of such commonly used poisonous products
as dry cleaning flulds, paint, paint remover,
ghoe polish, and metal polish must carry
neither a warning nor a listing-of ingredients.

From this brief survey of the provisions
of the 1938 law, related acts, and subsequent
amendments and regulations, it might ap-
pear that the consumer at last is adequately
protected on the food and drug front, but
unfortunately this is far from true. While
these measures were an important advance
in consumer protection, they are marred by
serious flaws—and the health and welfare of
the American people have suffered as a result.
To aggravate the evil, Congress has never
provided the FDA with enough money to
enforce the laws. Appropriations of £4-85
million a year for an agency that required
$20 million a year to do its job resulted in
serious gaps in the protection of consumers
(see p. 363). A citizens committee ap-
pointed last year to study the FDA confirmed
that there were serious deficiencies in the
agency's activities and recommended a 3-
to 4-fold increase in funds over a 5- to 10~
year period.

We do not hear today of elixir of sulfanil-
amide tragedies. The laws’ wealknesses and
fallures in enforcement are reflected in more
subtle impairment of health and danger to
life. The cumulative and chronic effects of
life-long consumption of foods processed
with chemicals of unknown or potential toxic
or carcinogenic properties may be difficult
to spot but that they constitute a public
health problem is affirmed by responsible
health organizations such as the American
Public Health Assoclation and the American
Medical Association.

Consumers beware

A short survey of highlights in the most
recent annual report of the FDA (now a part
of the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare), for the fiscal year ended June
1965, will give some indication of the Ad-
ministration’s varied activities, the magni-
tude and complexity of the problems con-
fronting it, and the pressing need for more
effective enforcement of our food and drug
legislation, and for remedying some of its
weaknesses.

“Gross adulteration [of food], such as vis-
ible filth or decay, has been left largely for
detection by the consumer,” says the report,
though in the year ending June 30, 1955, the
FDA seized 2,544 tons of filthy or decomposed
food. Some 300,000 pounds of food tainted
with poisonous or harmful materials were
also seized. Among these were coffee beans
contaminated with lead ore.during ship-
ment; soft drinks containing a harmiful
chemical as a preservative; canned black-
eyed peas containing glass; oats that had
been treated with a mercury compound for
seed uce and later entered food channels.

Large and well-known companies as well
as small, little-known ones were among the
offenders. "“One of the oldest and largest
manufacturers of chocolate products and
candy * * * was found to be operating a
eeriously infested factory, with resultant
contamination of raw materials, equipment,
scrap for candy reuse, and finished products
awaiting packing,” says the report. “Seiza
ures were made of finished chocolate and
confectionery products heavily contaminated
with rodent and insect filth. Prosecution
action is under consideration.”

Needed: Money and men

The FDA did not have either the staff or
the resources to investigate many suspected
swindles, but it uncovered some while look-
ing into sanitary and health violations.
“Among the deliberate cheats were coffee
adulterated with spent grounds, chaff, and
chickpeas; * * * turkeys, oysters, and clams
[whose welght had been increased by in-
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jection of water]; sorghum with added ghi-
cose; egg yolk stretched with nonfat dry
milk solids; and fish misbranded with names
of more expensive varleties.”

Of 32 drugs recalled from distribution dur-
ing the year, 15 were voluntarily called back
by the manufacturers at the FDA's request.
Twelve recalled drugs were antibioties which
had not been certified by the FDA or were
substandard or mislabeled. Four were new
drugs marketed before their safety had been
established. Other cases involved nonsterile
injection drugs, low potency, decomposition,
failure of tablets to disintegrate, a labeling
mixup, and contamination with glass par-
ticles.

Another FDA activity was tracking down
and stopping illegal sales of such drugs as
the barbiturates and amphetamines, Am-
phetamine (benzedrine and dexedrine) pep
pills are often used by criminals to bolster
their nerve, and they have contributed to
highway accldents by stimulating drivers to
keep going despite fatigue.

Many drugs were selzed for failure to con-
form to the label statement of composition,
for contamination, or for extravagant label
claims. In one group of actions, a firm was
fined $2,000 for claiming that its ultra-
violet ray device would relieve all pain and
congestion, stimulate the circulation, restore
vigor and youth, insure a clear complexion,
prevent baldness, and cure numerous other
disorders. There were seizures of alfalfa-
seed mixures recommended by the manufac-
turers for treatment of arthritis, rheumatism,
and related troubles. The year also saw the
beginning of effective action against Harry
M., Hoxsey and the Hoxsey Clinic treatment
for cancer, This case reached its climax last
April when the FDA issued a public warning
that the Hoxsey method not only was worth-
less as a treatment for cancer, but could
sometimes aggravate the condition.

These are some of the accomplishments of
the FDA in the face of serious weaknesses of
the law and inadequate funds for enforcing
the law. How many violations go undetected
{particularly in pesticide residues on fruits
and vegetables) and how much sickness is
the consequence of gaps in protection can
only be conjectured.

Balance sheet

Although the FDA has done a good job,
within its limitations, it has become more
and more apparent in recent years that even
the best efforts of a group of dedicated pub-
lic servants cannot properly protect the pub-
lic when our food and drug laws are so
full of loopholes and when resources for en=
forcement, education, and research are so
inadequate. The consumer has tremendous
stakes in adequate food and drug legislation
and its effective enforcement. But control
will not be adequate so long as consumers
remain ignorant of the provisions and short-
comings of the laws, and so long as they as-
sume that an enlightened Government and
enlightened industries automatically guar-
antee them safe and effective foods, drugs,
cosmeties, and therapeutic devices.

A REVIEW BY CU'S ECONOMICS CONSULTANTS

Although the products under the control
of the Federal Food and Drug Administration
are used every day in every home, and their
purity and safety are of vital concern to
everyone, the general public does not realize
that in many areas, food and drug controls
have become progressively less effective.
Among experts in these areas, however, un-
easiness about the deterioration of control
has grown over the years into a sense of
impending danger. Yet, without public
awareness of the seriousness of the situa-
tion, there has not been enough pressure
on Congress to appropriate the funds re-
quired to protect our national health and
safety.
~ That the lack of funds is the key factor
in the present hazardous situation is not dis-
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puted anywhere. Compare the $5,500,000
FDA 19556 appropriation with the one of $14
million-plus voted to administer the Federal
Meat Inspection Act or the one of $18 mil-
lion to eradicate farm pests and plant and
animal diseases. Canada, with a popula-
tlon of only a little over 15 million, today
spends almost $1,600,000 to administer its
food and drug acts—nearly 10 cents per per-
gon for this purpose, as compared with our
314 cents.

As a result of the cripplingly inadequate
financial support given the FDA, the agency
has had to reduce its personnel by 15 percent
since 1951. Laboratory and other equipment
has not been kept abreast of modern tech-
nological development. Fleld travel by FDA
inspectors and other personnel has been cur-
tailed. A planned program of educational
cooperation with industry has not been de-
veloped. Consumers have not been informed
of violations. While violations of the law
continue, a backlog cf legal actions has
accumulated.

The citizens commitiee report

In January 1955 the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, of which the FDA
is a subsidiary agency, appointed a Citizens
Advisory Committee to investigate, report,
and make recommendations about the
amount and kind of enforcement of food and
drug laws needed to serve the best interest
of the country.

The report, which came out just a year
ago, stated flatly that “the scope and com-
plexity of the present enforcement and regu-
latory problems, if dealt with inadequately,
constitute a threat to the health and welfare
of our citizens.” Then it went on to make
the blunt statement that “the resources of
the FDA are woefully inadequate to discharge
its present responsibilities.”

Those were strong words for such a com-
mittee, 14 persons prominent in hbusiness,
science, education, and such organizations as
trade unions and women's clubs—people as
unlikely as any you could find to exaggerate
or want to alarm the public unduly. Al-
though its statement that the heaith and
safety of every family in the Nation were
threatened could hardly be considered less
than dramatic news, this did not receive any-
thing like the press coverage it merited.

Modest advances

Still, the report has borne some fruif,
This year, Congress was asked to raise FDA's
enforcement appropriation by a little over
a million dollars, an increase of approxi-
mately 17 percent, bringing the total ap-
propriation for the 1956-57 fiscal year to
$6,779,000. The House of Rezpresentatives
already has voted the increase, and, at this
writing, all indications are that the Senate
will too.

The increase is modest enough. Even with
it, the appropriation will amount to less
than a tiny fraction of 1 percent of the total
Tetail cost of the goods to be controlled.
The Citizens Advisory Committee recom-
mended an annual increase during the next
5 to 10 years that finally would glive the
FDA an operating budget 3 to 4 times the
size of its present one.

There are many reasons why an increase
in funds for the FDA has become s0 neces-
sary and why an eventual appropriation less
than that advised by the Citizens Committee
will fall far short of the job. The world has
been changing, and these changes have com-
pounded the difficulties of the FDA's job.
In the first place, as everybody knows, the
population has grown. But that is less than
half the story. More important is the fact
that the urban population has made up a
far larger part of the total than it used to.
People have been moving off the farms and
out of small towns into cities. That means
that more and more families have become
dependent on what our grandmothers called
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store-bought foods—manufactured and proc-
essed foods that are hauled long distances
before being put on sale to consumers.
Manufacturing and processing, hauling and
warehousing, loading and unloading—all
mean handling. And increased handling al-
ways means increased opportunities for spoils
age, infestation, decomposition, and con-
tamination.

Deteriorating standards

With a greater quantity of food to handle
and longer distances to haul it, food proc-
essors have, of course, been eager for ways
to protect products from spoilage and infes-
tation. Out of this desire has arisen an-
other serious hazard. BSince World War II,
the American chemical industry has grown
into an industrial giant, with all manner
of products to sell to food processors to ease
the problems that changing technology and
rapid urbanization have created for them.
Thus, there are on the market chemiecals to
color, stabilize, preserve, and flavor foods.
There are other chemicals to kill such pests
as the rats and flies that plague warehouses
and packing plants, and to reduce the insect
and fungus infestation of grains, fruits, and
vegetables on the farm. In this bonanza of
chemical products there are many whose
safety for human ingestion in the amounts
presently used is highly questionable.

Like most other American industries dur-
ing these boom years, the chemical industry
has quickened its pace and gone in for the
*hard sell,” constantly putting new products
on the market and promoting them with all
the pressure possible. Moreover, this fevered
drive comes after years at war—first World
‘War II, then Korea. Nearly all commercial
standards tend to decline under wartime con-
ditions—standards of quality, sanitation,
safety, and ethics. Hence, one of the legacies
of any extended wartime period is a de-
terioration in the commercial world's ca-
pacity for self-discipline.

The processor who attempts to keep or raise
his standards has a hard time of it under
such circumstances. An indication of how
difficult it is to keep a food product fit for
human consumption was given recently in a
trade magazine, Dairy Food Review. The
magazine published a speech by Mr. H. F.
DePew, an executive of the National Dairy
Co., on the subject Quality of Non-Dairy
Ingredients in Ice Cream. Mr. DePew re-
counted some recent experiences of his com-
pany in buying materials to be used in its
ice cream. Of liquid sugar he said, “Only
4 out of 27 samples were given an unquali-
fied O. K.’ Of fruit: “I saw a report recently
from a plant complaining that shipments of
strawberries from one packer contained rope
fragments, nails, insect parts, chewing gum,
wire, leaves, and stems.” Nuts: “Shells found
in nut ice creams * * * rancidity * * * a fair-
ly large shipment of walnuts which became
webby during storage.” Chocolate: “Sanita-
tion in some of the chocolate supply houses is
still in a rather primitive state.” Dry milk
powder: “Infested with insects.” Cones and
cookies: “I could tell you Instances of beetles
found in them.” Candy for use as an lce
cream ingredient: “I am sure you have all
encountered candy which has turned slight-
Iy rancid.” Cartons: “I could also tell you
of instances where insects were found in a
shipment of containers.” Chemicals: “I

. could tell you about stabilizers and emulsi-

fiers masking flavor or producing off-flavors
in ice cream.”
' KEeep in mind that the foregoing is not
from a report of an FDA seizure; it is from a
speech by one ice-cream maker to other ice-
cream makers. Remember, too, that dairy
food are subject to more control than any
other kind of food., State, county, and city
public-health officials, as well as State agri-
cultural departments, join the FDA in at-
tempting to keep dairy products pure and
healthful.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

What Mr. DePew recommended that ice-
cream manufacturers do to correct the un-
pleasant and dangerous situation he had
found was precisely the kind of thing the
FDA is empowered to do for foods and drugs
in general, but has been unable to do prop-
erly because it hasn’'t had the money. He
wound up his talk this way:

“What can we do? * * * We can visit the
plants supplying our nondairy ingredients.
* * * We can set up specific raw-material
standards for liquid sugar, corn syrup, straw=-
berries, and other such materials. We can
institute inspection reports. * * * We can
require bacteria, yeast, and mold counts on
all raw materials received. * * * I belleve
it is desirable from an industry standpoint
that a concerted and united effort be made
by the ice-cream manufacturers in this di-
rection.”

Herculean task

The visiting of plants recommended by
Mr. DePew is similar to the FDA's inspection
program. The need for far greater inspec-
tion service was repeatedly stressed in the
citizens-committee report. Anyone familiar
with the problems of the kind of control that
FDA is supposed to exercise will tell you
that there is no escaping the need for regu-
lar and repeated plant inspections. Yet to-
day, the FDA can afford no more than 250
inspectors—and the agency is responsible
for checking on every plant, distributor, and
retailer making or handling foods, drugs, or
cosmetics involved in interstate commerce.
The citizens committee estimated that al-
most 100,000 establishments were under FDA
control, In the year ending June 19556, FDA
inspectors visited about 11,000 establish-
ments, and at that rate, assuming the 100,000
estimate is accurate, it would take them
about 9 years to complete their inspection
rounds.

The number of plants under the FDA's
supervision changes from day to day. Daily,
small firms start, buy products processed in
larger plants, package and label them under
different brand names, and send them out to
market. In the drug field, especially, these
small branders can be a serious hazard un-
less subject to control, because a drug label,
containing directions for use and warnings
of danger, is so important. ' In the case of
foods, this type of branding operation adds
to handling and storage, hence increases the
opportunities for spoilage or contamination.

Now that dietetic foods have become im-
portant mass-produced products, misbrand-
ing of food can sometimes be as much of a
health hazard as misbranding of drugs.
Take canned food which is sold for certain
heart and kidney conditions as sodium-free.
Food-and-drug inspectors have found such
products that contained sizable amounts of
sodium. Obviously, the health of the patient
depending on one of these would be en-
dangered.

Doctors, drugs, and detail men

Perhaps the biggest changes, and also the
biggest problems for FDA, have occurred in
the area of marketing practices and as a re-
sult of the volume and rapidity of introduc-
tion of new products. An additional legacy
of a period of wartime seems to be a speeded-
up technology. Hence, the years right after
a war find industry after industry experienc-
ing rapid change. Nearly every industry can
claim a revolution of sorts since World War
II. One of the most dramatic of these has
been that in the so-called ethical-drugs
(drugs available to consumers only by pre-
scription)
years, this industry has undergone one of the
profoundest shifts in trade practices in its
history. A very large percentage of the drugs
now used in filling prescriptions were un=-
known before World War II. In marketing
this spate of new drugs, the industry has
turned to tactics which were all but un-
known to it before the war—practices which

industry. During the past 15.
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have contributed enormously to the difficulty
of controlling the distribution of dangerous
drugs.

Manufacturers of what were called “ethi-
cal” drugs to distinguish them from patent
medicines have adopted the tactics of the
oldtime patent medicine seller—but with
this difference: their heavy sales pressure,
exaggerated claims, and gigantic advertising
outlays are aimed at doctors, not consumers.
Thus, the medical profession now appears to
be viewed as a kind of sales transmission belt
for drug manufacturers. Through their
prescriptions and recommendations to pa-
tients, doctors are looked to to create a
market for the rapidly increasing output of
drugs advertised and branded by ethical drug
manufacturers. The pressure to turn doc=-
tors into peddlers of branded drugs has
swelled to an avalanche since World War II.,

According to industry spokesmen, there
are more than 15,000 drug salesmen now call-
ing on doctors, leaving samples, urging that
new drugs be tried out on patients or that
an old drug not be forgotten. There is no
way to check on what claims are made for
what drugs by these “detail” men.

Sick chickens

On the food side, one of the most press=-
ing problems at present is the poultry indus-
try. This problem, too, has been com=-
pounded by marketing changes. Years ago,
poultry raising was hardly an industry at
all. Flocks were small. Generally a by=-
product of grain farming, they were often
the sole responsibility of the farmer’s wife,
Hence, consumers for the most part obtained
their poultry from farms near at hand. To-
day, however, more than half the poultry
sold is produced in what the industry calls
commercial flocks. The birds are slaugh-
tered and dressed in large plants using semi-
automatic machinery and continuous-flow
production patterns. The combination of
large flocks and modern processing methods
has greatly increased the hazard to public
health from the sale of dizeased poultry.

A good many students of the subject be-
lieve that poultry is subject to more diseases
that can be transmitted to man than any
of the mammals we eat. Some of these
diseases—paratyphoid and psittacosis, for
example—can be fatal to humans. When
poultry was grown in small numbers on
widely scattered farms, diseased flocks tend-
ed to die out quickly, and the farmer's wife
simply started over again with a new set of
hatching eggs. However, now that flocks are
large, and the sole crop of their grower, and
are frequently financed by feed dealers or
others, sick or dead birds mean something
more serious than putting off the buying of
a new bonnet, They mean the loss of a siz-
able investment. Hence, pressure to salvage
at least some of the crop is hard to resist.
Furthermore, poultry herded into huge flocks,
often running up into the thousands and
tens of thousands, obviously is more in dan-
ger of infection than the small farm flocks
were.. As a matter of fact, some agricultural
specialists say that our poultry flocks today
are so seriously infected that a national pro-
gram for poultry—somewhat like that under-
taken years ago to handle the tuberculosis
infection of our cattle herds—is needed.

With modern poultry-processing methods,
any infection becomes a multiplied threat,
because a single diseased bird ecan infect a
whole day's plant run, even more if the
plant's sanitation methods are lax. The only
reliable protection is ¢ontinuous inspection
of birds before they hit the processing line,
where they can spread infection. Less than
20 percent of the poultry on sale today, how-
ever, is inspected, and even that 20 percent
is not subject to adequate inspection.

Details of what now goes on in the poultry
business—the dosing with new medicines
and medicated feeds, the trade storles about
the use of chemicals and processing methods
to mask evidence of infection, the marketing
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of sick and disease-killed birds, and the
record of humans infected by diseased poul-
try—make a tale to rival the lurid accounts
of meatpacking plants in Upton Sinclair’s
The Jungle, a book which has been cred-
ited with arousing the Nation to the passage
of the Meat Inspection Act back in 1807. At
the moment there are several bills in Con-
gress that would require stricter regulation
of poultry, but no action on them is expected
at this session. ;
The job ahead

There are many other 18956 FDA problems
that are in some respects more explosive than
those of a half-century ago and that will re-~
quire more and more care and caution on
the part of both industry and Government.
For example, the frozen-food Industry, with
an excellent record to date, has launched a
rapidly expanding program of production of
precooked frozen foods (dinners, meat and
chicken pies, etc.) that poses potential new
dangers. Also, we import far greater quan-
tities of both food and drugs than we used
to, and the FDA, even if its new appropria-
tion is approved, will not have enough man-
power to inspect these adequately. Medical
quackery appears to be growing, and the use
of both stimulating drugs to pep us up, tran-
quilizers to soothe us, and hypnotics to make
us sleep is rising at an alarming rate in spite
of FDA's efforts to control their sale. And
s0 on and on—until the list includes almost
as many new problems as there are kinds
of products sold to consumers.

The citizens committee apparently has
succeeded in needling Congress into giving
the FDA the means to start an attack on the
great backlog of undone tasks piled up dur-
ing the war and postwar years. But it will
be up to the consumers of the Nation to see
to it that this start is the beginning of a
full-scale, long-range program, not just a
flash in the pan.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. In
conclusion, Mr. President, may I say that
the 50th anniversary of this protective,
humanitarian legislation should recall
to us the pioneers in the Congress and
the Nation who made it all possible.
It should recall, also, the advantages
that have accrued to those manufac-
turers and producers who have come to
realize the commercial advantages of
purity and cleanliness and have in nu-
merous cases been happy to advertise the
fact that they have gone far beyond
the requirements of the minimum re-
quirements of the law.

ECHOES OF THE LADEJINSKY CASE

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Mr.
President, many Senators will have seen
the article which appeared in the New
York Times on June 17, 1956, concerning
the new furor over J. Glen Cassity, the
Department of Agriculture official who
previously achieved some notoriety in
the famous Ladejinsky case. Mr. Cas~
sity has sent out questionnaires bearing
on employee loyalty and he received a
rather pointed reply from Mr. John C.
Baker, chief of the Midwest Information
Service of the Department’s Agricultural
and Marketing Service.

In discussing his possible guilt by as-
sociation, Mr. Baker reported to Mr.
Cassity that—

Then there was another guy who some-
times invited his brother to ride in our car
pool during the early months of the war;
it crowded us, but we didn't object because
he was an Army man and knew so man'y
tricks of espionage. The one guy left Wash-
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ington and now is connected with some
college in Pennsylvania. I wonder what ever
became of Milton’s brother Ike.

Mr. President, it has also come to my
attention that this same John Baker has
recently been congratulated by Secre-
tary Benson for his good public-relations
work, Among the items for which he
has been sent special commendation are
his suggestion that President Eisenhower
cut the cake celebrating the anniversary
of the school-lunch program and for his
special public-relations suggestions that
were used in connection with one of Sec-
retary Benson's recent appearances in
Milwaukee.

It is no wonder, then, that Secretary
Benson is reported in yesterday morn-
ing’s—June 28, 1956—Washington Post
and Times Herald to have told his news
conference yesterday that his Security
Chief, Mr. Cassity, is only “good, gen-
erally speaking.” But the Secretary’s
press conference again displayed the
lack of coordination within the Depart-
ment to which we now have become ac-
customed. Under Secretary of Agricul-
ture True D, Morse had previously an-
nounced that Mr. Baker's answers to
Mr. Cassity’s questionnaire were “satis-
factory” and that the case “has been
closed.” But Secretary Benson told the
newsmen yesterday that he did not know
who “closed the case” and that it had
never been presented to him.

I have expressed the hope on prior
occasions, Mr. President, that the re-
sponsible officials and the Secreftary of
Agriculture study their own operations
carefully enough so that the left hand
knows what the right hand is doing. I
express this hope again today.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article from the New York
Times and also one from the Washington
Post and Times Herald be printed at this
point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

[From the New York Timres of June 17, 1956]
LADEJINSKY ACCUSER LAUNCHES NEW CASE
(By Willlam M. Blair)

WasHINGTON, June 16.—The Department
of Agriculture security officer who precipi-
tated the dismissal of Wolf Ladejinsky in
1954 has opened a new case that, officials
fear, may cause further commotion within
the administration.

The officer, J. Glen Cassity, has drawn the
fire of a Department employee to whom he
sent questionnaires bearing on the em-
ployee’s loyalty. The employee, a friend of
many past and present high officials of the
Department, has denounced Mr. Cassity’s
methods in a satirlcal letter that has been
circulating privately among a large audience
in Washington.

The employee is John C. Baker, Chief of
the Midwest Information Service of the De-~
partment's Agricultural and Marketing Serv-
ice. Mr. Baker, a 47-year-old World War IT
veteran, Joined the Department in 1938. He
once shared In a Washington car pool with
Dr. Milton S. Eisenhower, president of Penn-
sylvania State University and brother of
President Elsenhower, a fact which is brought
into the letter., Dr. Eisenhower then was
with the Department.

It was understood that Ezra T. Benson,
Becretary of Agriculture, who backed the
security officer in the Ladejinsky case, was
unaware of the matter. But the new case
has come to the attention of the Depart-
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ment’s Loyalty Review Committee that was
set up to resolve conflicts in security cases
after the Ladejinsky affair caused President
Eisenhower to direct an overhaul of the ad-
ministration’s security review procedure.

LADEJINSKY ACCUSED

Mr. Ladejinsky, an expert on land reform,
was the American agricultural attaché in
Tokyo in 1854 when Mr, Cassity brought se-
curity charges against him. Secretary Ben-
son dismissed Mr. Ladejinsky, but later apol-
ogized and expunged the security risk charge
from Mr, Ladejinsky's record.

In his 21, page “Dear Glen” letter to Mr.
Cassity, whom he has never met, Mr. Baker
sald in part:

“You're a regular ol' hound dog when you
hit the trail of an enemy of democracy, aren’t
you? And here I've been thinking all along
that I was fooling everybody. But not Cas-
sity. Nosirreee. Well, since I've been found
out, I might as well tell all.

“When I lived in Washington I did most
of my traveling in a car pool. You simply
have no idea how the national security is
plotted against in a car pool. One of the
Tellows I used to conspire with is still con-
tinuing the good work in Agriculture: Di-
rector of Information. Another moved from
the USDA underground into the open; he's
information director for the Atomic Energy
Commission, in charge of leaking secrets to
the enemy.

“Then there was another guy who some-
times invited his brother to ride in our car
pool during the early months of the war;
it erowded us, but we didn’'t object because
he was an Army man and knew so many
tricks of espionage. The one guy left Wash-
ington and now is connected with some col-
lege in Pennsylvania. I wonder whatever
became of Milton’s brother, Ike.

“Civilian life is all right for an agent
provocateur, but the real place to ply your
trade is in the military during a war. You
see, I was getting toward the upper age limit,
had a couple of kids and a draft-exempt job
in a war agency; but I found my enemy con-
tacts weren't as close as they might be. So
wormed my way into the Marine Corps.
That was livin’. And did I fool those gen-
erals. They made me custodian of opera=
tions plans and other top-secret documents
at a Marine headquarters in the Pacific.
What a spot for a skilled operator.”

QUESTION DEALT WITH

Mr. Baker's letter then dealt with the first
question in an interrogatory Mr. Cassity sent
him. The question concerned a report that
Mr. Baker, in connection with clearance
for a sensitive Government position in 1948,
had deplored the fact that the Government
was conducting a “witch hunt.”

Mr. Baker's sworn answer of May 26 stated
that he was employed outside the Federal
Government from July 1846 to January 1950;
therefore I have no recollection of having
made such a statement in connection with
any investigation.

Mr. Baker's letter said:

“Seems strange I don't remember two
words ‘witch hunt’ that I'm supposed to
have used in 1948. But you don't give me
any hint as to where, when, to whom, or
about what. Gotta sharpen up, boy. Na-
tional security, you know.

“Honestly, Glen, don't you feel kinda
foolish standing there in broad daylight,
holding two little words? Trying to fashion
them into a noose?”

In his letter, Mr. Baker said that if some
parts of his letter “seem frivolous, let me
explain it's a device—a device I'm using to
try to keep from getting awfully mad.

“But has anybody questioned your loy-
alty?”- He went on, “Ever asked you to tell
what you meant by something you may or
may not have said 8 years earlier—as a means
of determining whether or not your employ-
ment is clearly consistent with the interests
of national security? It's an experience that
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you, more than anybody I know of, really
ought to go through.”

In answering the "interrogatory,” Mr.
Baker gave a “no” to 10 questions regarding
membership in subversive organizations.

In a letter accompanying the “inter-
rogatory,” Mr. Cassity wrote Mr. Baker that
“‘your answer to the questions in the inter-
rogatory will be considered and a determina-
tion made in your case under the Govern=
ment employment security program.”

Since the first “interrogatory’ Mr. Baker
has received another questionnaire about a
speech he made in 1942 or 1943.

In Chicago, Mr. Baker said he had *“no
comment” on his communications with Mr,
Cassity.

[From the Washington Post and Times
Herald of June 28, 1956]

BeENsoN DENIES OUSTING AIDE

Agriculture Secretary Ezra T. Benson said
yesterday he merely suggested to R. B. Mc-
Leaish that he consider resigning as head
of the Farmers' Home Administration after
congressional testimony that he drank on
the job.

But Benson said he did not force Mc-
Leaish out. He told a news conference Mc~
Leaish made the decision.

McLeaish, who resigned last week, said he
got the idea from Benson,

Benson also defended the actions of his
sgecurity chief, J. Glen Cassity, as good,
generally speaking. He added, “I have
given no thought to replacing him.”

Benson referred specifically to Cassity's
handling of the security questioning of John
C. Baker, information chief of the Depart-
ment’s marketing service in Chicago.

Baker’s case came up when he wrote a
sharp letter to Cassity indicated that the
security chief had questioned Baker's loyalty.
Baker is a longtime Government employee
and a Marine Corps veteran of World War II.

Under Secretary of Agriculture True D.
Morse, said later that Baker's answers to
Cassity’s questions were satisfactory and
that the case has been closed.

Benson said he dld not know who closed
the case and that it had never been pre-
sented to him.

Benson also discussed these subjects:

Boill bank—Iit is making very good prog-
ress. About 12,000 to 15,000 farmers in
Towa alone had signed up by Monday. Re-
ports show many also were signing up in
Kansas, Texas, and Illinois.

Agricultural Advisory Commission.—He
sald the Commission reported crops are
looking reasonably good; that farmers
liked the veto of the first farm bill calling
for a return to high price supports; and ap-
proved the relaxed soil-bank restrictions on
grazing.

GEN. LAURIS NORSTAD

Mr. HUMPHREY of Minnesota. Mr.
President, when General Gruenther’s
resignation as NATO’s Supreme Com-
mander was announced last April Min-
nesotans had a particular interest in his
successor. Gen. Lauris Norstad is a na-
tive Minnesotan who has been variously
described by his associates as “the boy
wonder of the military services,” “a pre-
cision instrument,” and “a philosopher
in uniform.” General Gruenther him-
self has said of General Norstad that he
“has one of the keenest strategic minds
in the world today.” Those of us who
are concerned about the future of NATO
are particularly reassured to have Gen-
eral Norstad in command.

Mr. President, in the New York Times
for June 27, 1956, Mr. C. L. Sulzberger,
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writing from France, devoted a full-
length column to General Norstad. It is
an excellent description of the man and
his outlook on his new responsibility. I
ask unanimous consent that Mr. Sulz-
berger’s column be inserted at this point
in my remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorD,
as follows:

FOREIGN AFFAIRS—THE GENERALS: V—WEAP-
ONS AND WILL POWER
(By C. L. Sulzberger)

ROCQUENCOURT, FRANCE, June 26—The
next commander of NATO's armed forces,
General Norstad, never planned a military
career. Like his predecessor, Gruenther, he
thought seriously of civilian life, Gruen-
ther almost resigned his commission to enter
Harvard Business School. Norstad wanted
to be a lawyer.

His father, a clergyman in the town of
Red Wing, Minn., made a hobby of the law,
taking correspondence courses. The General

grew up in a legal atmosphere and spent his -

spare time around the county court. Even
after entering West Point he planned to
study for the bar following minimum Army
service. However, after preparing for the
cavalry, he was persuaded by his roommates
to take flight tralning and became a pilot.

NORSTAD AT LEISURE

Out of SHAPE headquarters and in mufti
Norstad looks and behaves like a cultivated
middle western attorney. Among books he
has recently read are Carl Sandburg’s blog-
raphy of Lincoln and Dean Acheson's A
Democrat Loooks at His Party. When he is
not tinkering with the high-fidelity player
which he wired himself, or oiling fishing
rods and sorting out flies, his favored way of
spending an evening ‘is to put up his feet
and read or listen to records—Beethoven,
Tchaikovsky, or early New Orleans and Chi-
cago jazz, Unlike Gruenther he doesn't play
bridge and considers cards a waste of time,.

This is the quiet background of innum-
erable American civillans, Norstad regards
the purpose of NATO as the defense of such
a quiet life for the peoples of the Western
World. And, both in conception and organ-
ization, he considers the alllance a mnovel
organization.

THE GUIDING PRINCIPLE

“There is,” he says, “no precedent for a
coalition of this size and scope. It has one
unique characteristic: it is based upon the
principle of moral equality among all mem-
bers. According to this principle the small-
est ally has as much voice as the biggest. It
is a great tribute to the United States that
this is true. As long as we can maintain
moral equality among all members we have a
real future.”

Norstad recognizes that the durability of
any democratic alliance depends upon the
desires of civilian populations as expressed
through their governments. NATO's strength
derives only from this, he says. “The mem-
bers of the coalition must have a firm politi-
cal policy from which to derive military
policy. Any alert or protective action must
be based on this. The Allied Governments
must decide what is to be the lowest com-
mon denominator for determining military
reactions. For example, if there is a hostile
maneuver on the frontier of one of our
members, like Turkey, what would the NATO
Council's reaction be?”

COMMUNALITY OF EFFORT

Norstad is acutely aware that NATO's effi-
cacy rests ultimately upon the willingness of
western populations to pay for their police
force. The sum total of protection is based
upon a communality of effort. Therefore,
the general warns: “Any action by one coun-
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try toward cutting down or eliminating any-
thing from its defensive contribution has an
immediate reaction on other alllance mem-
bers. This is directly proportional to the
size of the ally taking such action. Thus,
if the United States reduces its effort or
ceases to provide defenses at the same level,
there would be a bad effect everywhere.”
Obviously the degree of resolution tends
to vary among nations. Europe is no longer
so frightened about imminent possibility of
war as it was b years ago. The political back-
ground from which allied military planning
derives is anything but static. Thus, as Nor-
stad prepares to take over NATO's command,
he is faced with a shifting situation. It is
no longer certain he can rely for long upon
bases in Iceland or Morocco. France has
denuded its NATO divisions of infantry in
order to fight in Algeria. Promised West
German divisions have yet to materialize.

THE DANGER FOINT

These factors, Norstad admits, are directly
reflected in strategy. He adds: “As policies
change, the military concept changes, That
in turn means the type of forces alters.
Nevertheless, as technical developments
come about and new improvements are in-
vented, the alliance is permitted to accom-
plish planning aims with fewer forces. Of
course this affects what you do and how
you do it. But it does not shift your pur-
pose—the protection of all the territory and
peoples in the Western alliance.”

Obviously, however, a point could be
reached when the military protection af-
forded by NATO would lose its real meaning.
This would arrive if and when the demo-
cratic populations lost interest in their own
defense. No material weapon can be
imagined that can preserve a way of life un-
willing to preserve itself. This truism is
likely to present Norstad with his greatest
single problem as Supreme Allled Com-
mander. He is the first to recognize that
military barriers, above all in democracies,
depend upon civilian resolve. No arma-
ment can substitute for willpower.

RETIREMENT OF MAJ. GEN. CLAUDE
H. CHORPENING, CORPS OF ENGI-
NEERS

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, today
marks the retirement from the Army of
a great South Dakotan. I refer to Maj.
Gen. Claude H. Chorpening, of Trent,
S. Dak., who retired today after 40 years
of service in the Army engineers. A
13-gun salute was fired for General
Chorpening at Fort Belvoir, Va.

The Daily Argus, of Sioux Falls, S.
Dak., carries an interesting résumeé of
General Chorpening’s military service
and military record. I am particularly
impressed by one statement he made at
the time of his retirement. He had gone
to West Point as an appointee from a
small town in South Dakota and worked
his way up to the point where he has re-
tired as one of the highest ranking gen-
erals South Dakota has ever provided
for the military service.

General Chorpening said:

I think my own case is positive proof that
the Army is completely democratic and that
if a man works hard he can advance to high
rank.

Mr. President, I believe that should
provide encouragement to hundreds of
thousands of young men in the service
who may be looking forward to a military
career. :
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I ask unanimous consent to have the
entire article printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

TRENT MaN To Enp Lowc ARMY SERVICE

WasHINGTON, June 26.—A 13-gun salute
will be fired at Fort Belvoir, Va., Friday, in
honor of Maj. Gen. Claude H. Chorpening, of
Trent, S. Dak., retiring after 40 years in the
Army engineers. He is 58.

One of the highest ranking officers ever to
come out of South Dakota, Chorpening has
served throughout the world, in war and in
peace. He held high command posts in
World War II in the European theater and
later in the Pacific. And in 1951-54 he was
the second ranking officer in the corps, in
charge of the engineers' civil works projects,
including the buillding of the big Missouri
River dams.

“At retirement time,” he said in an inter-
view, “one is both glad and sad. After
spending 40 years in service, one can't leave
without a little tearing of the heartstrings.
However, the prospect of a new career, a
civilian career, is interesting, too."

Chorpening, with his wife and 7-year-old
daughter, Mary Ann, plans to visit his
sister, Mrs. J. C. Sorenson, at Trent, in mid-
July. They will go on to Mrs. Chorpening's
home at Choteau, Mont.

*“I want a good rest, an opportunity to get
my batteries recharged,” he said. “Then
we’ll probably return to the Washington
area.”

His plans are not definite yet but he ex-
pects to enter civilian work in the engineer-
ing field.

Chorpening says he believes he was “the
greenest boy" ever to enter the United States
Military Academy at West Point. He had
never seen a regular Army soldier and had
had only 10! years of schooling. He was
graduated from West Point in 1918.

“I think my own case is positive proof
that the Army is completely democratic and
that if a man works hard he can advance to
high rank,” he commented.

In the middle 1930's, Chorpening was as-
sistant to the district engineer constructing
Fort Peck Dam in Montana. Early in World
War II he was assigned to the Office of the
Chief of Engineers here. In 1943, he went
to the European theater where he filled nu-
merous posts before being transferred 2
years later to the Pacific He was assistant
chief of staff for operations at Camp Zama,
Japan,

In 1949 he became Assistant Chief of En-
gineers for Personnel and Administration
here and in 1951 was selected to head the
clvil-works program.

This brought him in close relationship
with Congress as he testified before com-
mittees on projects planned or being built
by the engineers.

“I enjoyed my dealings with Members of
Congress and made many good friends,” he
sald. “Basically, Congressmen want the facts,
Just tell them the whole truth and if you're
in left field tell them so and you'll get along
fine.”

Chorpening was born in Waterloo, Iowa,
but when he was 3 years old, his parents
were among a group which rode a special
train into South Dakota in 1900. The family
settled on a farm near Trent. This farm
has remained in the family. That is where
Mrs. Sorenson lives now.

The general has maintained a legal resi-
dence in South Dakota and voted there.

The general holds the Legion of Merit, the
Bronze Star Medal, the Order of the British
Empire, and the Order of Taeguk, and the
Ulchi Medal of the Republic of Korea.

His last assignment, since 1954, was with
the Eorean Army.

.masters, the Soviet rulers.
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UNITED STATES FOREIGN POLICY

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr, President, I feel
that a few words are in order on the his-
tory and purpose of the eight brief
speeches on foreign policy which I have
been delivering on the Senate floor.

For many years past it has seemed
clear to me that all relations between
men are governed by the moral law, If
that law is obeyed, successful and con-
structive cooperation results. If the law
is disobeyed, the result is conflict and
confusion.

It is furthermore my conviction that
the law is effective between groups and
associations of people as well as between
individuals. It controls the results of
social, business, and political relations.
It is the determining factor in the rela-
tions of nations with each other.

This conviction was examined and set
forth in my recently published book,
Letter to a Generation. Since it is my
belief that the moral law governs much
of our legislative responsibility, it was
incumbent upon me to bring the subject
to the attention of my fellow Senators.
The distribution of the book was made
in the hope of setting forth, even through
a glass darkly, the eternal principles
which underlie our work,

These eight brief talks go a step fur-
ther. They are intended to illustrate
the application of the moral law to the
pertinent items in a series of problems
in the field of international relations.
Until and unless further light comes to
me these conclusions must govern my
voice and vote in the next Congress, no
matter how high the administrative
authority may be which seeks to per-

‘'suade us to other conclusions.

Such a statement of purpose has the
appearance of self-righteousness. This
is in appearance only, if the moral law
is rightly interpreted, for all—angels,
principalities and powers—are subject to
it. The statement then loses its self-
righteous aspect and becomes a very
practical matter, for the law tells us what
will work and what will fail.

This subject must be approached by
us in humility rather than in self-
righteousness. Our God-given intelli-
gence will be taxed. Some of our under-
takings have little moral content. They
are purely mechanical or organizational.
Other pieces of legislation have a smaller
or larger moral content which we are
bound to take into account. The great
policies have almost completely a moral
content. They can work successfully
only if grounded in the moral law.

If these principles can be brought
clearly into the focus of our legislative
vision, the purposes of the book and of
these brief talks will have been accom-
plished.

VI. THE ENSLAVED NATIONS

There are behind the Iron Curtain 14
millions of square miles of territory and
90 millions of people who a generation
ago lived in freedom. Now they are en-
slaved. They can express and act upon
no will of their own, except as that will
may chance to coincide with that of their
As individ-
uals they have been subjected to arbi-
trary arrest in the middle of the night,
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without trial or explanation. As people
they have been subject to mass deporta-
tion, to serve the economic prans of their
masters. That this condition should
exist so flagrantly and on so large a scale
is against the national self-interest of
the United States.

Let me again define that self-interest.
It lies in so directing our words and our
acts that we may assist in organizing a
world in which freedom, justice, and
peace prevail. This is the kind of a world
we would bequeath to our children and
grandchildren. This is the basic state-
ment of our national interest and every-
thing else is subsidiary.

Such a purpose as this is contravened
by the continued existence of the nations
enslaved behind the curtain.

This curtain is a most significant
thing. It is important in two ways. It
gives evidence that there is something to
conceal, within or without. What is
within? It can be used to conceal mili-
tary preparations which are not in ac-
cordance with protestations and possible
agreements relating to disarmament.
This would be an untenable use of the
curtain for a government seeking dis-
armament.

More likely, also, free communication
would both reveal social and economic
weakness within, and likewise reveal to
those within the better life that is lived
without. In any case the curtain is a
sign and a symbol of an inner weakness
in the Soviet empire. No modern gov-
ernment resting on firm foundations
would find it necessary to guard its people
from knowledge of and contacts with
the outside world.

These considerations give the clue to
our best service to the enslaved people.
By every means of communication we
must continually assure them of our
concern for them. Without inciting
them to a hopeless uprising, we should
maintain their hope and courage.

Such passive resistance as may recom-
mend itself to their own judgment is very
much in order. The Soviet Govern-
ment must never be allowed to feel at
ease with regard to its unwilling satel-
lites and we must play our part in sus-
taining uneasiness.

Above all, we must never be persuaded
to abandon the means of communication,
whether by radio, balloons, or what have
you. We must not agree to disarm our-
selves psychologically and spiritually.
Specious arguments for thus disarming
ourselves have been made and will be
made ever more strongly. Let us not
listen to them. We are engaged in a
psychological and spiritual war for the
benefit of all people, within or without
the curtain. It would be folly to disarm
ourselves of these weapons.

Lincoln told us that our Nation could
not exist half slave and half free. Can
we expect the world to exist as a fit
place for our children if it is half slave
and half free?

Our next step is to consider all the
means of psychological and spiritual of-
fensive against this new colonialism, this
new slavery. The possibilities of such
an offensive will be the subject of the
next talk in this series.
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VII. ENCIRCLEMENT AND PENETRATION

Mr. President, in the preceding talks
of this series, there have been discussed
most of the elements of our opposition
to the conquest of the world by the evil
forces of Soviet communism. It is now
in order to combine those elements into
considered and enduring policy.

One of the elements of that policy is
military strength. This must be more
than a background strength. It must
be a force in being, particularly in the
air arm, for any major attack must
be expected from the air. We must
strengthen our defenses and likewise our
power of retaliatory offense. In view of
all the past history of the aggressive force
with which we are faced, in view of the
representations made in Asia by the
Soviet leaders at the very moment of the
much advertised New Look, we can
place no trust in the moral effect on them
of exemplary disarmament, or any re-
laxation in vigilance on our part. We
are in this thing in deadly earnest.

Along with this determination must go
a willingness and deep desire to achieve
a peaceful world of disarmed nations.
This objective will be discussed in the
last talk of this series. Let it here be
said that this will not be reached by
weakness. Only through armament lies
the road to disarmament.

However necessary powerful armament
may be, its uses are limited to defense,
and particularly to the gaining of time
in which more constructive policies may
be applied. Again we return to the wise
dictum of our great strategist, Admiral
Mahan, repeated from the first of these
talks, “The purpose of military power is
to provide time for moral ideas to take
root.” What are the moral ideas?

There is a moral law in the universe
which governs all the relations of men
with men, whether as individuals, or as
groups organized in societies, business,
governments, or nations. The moral law
has existed since men were men. It has
set forth from the beginning of human
history the terms on which men may
work together constructively in any hu-
man effort. It is as valid in human rela-
tions as are the physical laws in the
realm of matter and energy.

We may learn the strength of the
moral law by the bumbling process of
trial and error, or by the more effective
method of applying intelligent analysis
to experience. But there is a third and
more direct way.
directly apprehended by prophets and
seers since the beginning of history. We
do well to sit at their feet. For Chris-
tians the revelation comes from the
Divine Source itself, and is most clearly
stated in the Golden Rule from the Ser-
mon on the Mount and in the answer to
the young lawyer in the 23d chapter of
Matthew.

These are not counsels of perfection;
they are not moral ideals. They are the
facts of life, Let us put them to the test.

The aspect of the Soviet system as seen
from without is that of well-nigh irre-
sistible power. That power is illusory,
for the impressive facade is based upon
and conceals moral weakness. There is
1o place in the Soviet system for the rec-
ognition of men as brothers. There is no
recognition of the worth, or even the ex-

Its terms have been .
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istence, of the human soul. In broad
terms the government does not exist for
its citizens. Men exist for the benefit of
the state and its current rulers, whoever
they may chance to be. Thus men are
depressed to the level of materials to be
processed or, at best, of tools to be used.
The net result is a new and more vicious
colonialism. It is the institution of a
more radical slavery, which denies the
soul, enchains the mind, and directs all
human effort toward the achievement of
a global empire,

Yet this vast enterprise, based as it is
on a denial of the moral law, is therefore
weak in its foundations and rotten at the
heart. If we understand this, we possess
the key to its arrest and eventual recon-
struction. The means available to us are
moral encirclement and moral penetra-
tion.

Military encirclement has little value
against a central power which, on short
lines, can threaten spots on a vast cir-
cumference, where for us distances are
great and transportation difficult. Fur-
thermore, around this vast periphery,
the present Soviet advances are not now
being made by any immediate use of
military power. Their weapons are the
more subtle ones of economic and psy-
chological penetration. Against these
we can prevail through a wise and dis-
criminating use of economic strength, as
already suggested, and through a wise
moral encirclement, as distinguished
from a difficult military one.

By moral encirclement we mean a
worldwide, geographically continuous
group of nations devoted to the wellbeing
of people, considerate of the worth and

dignity of the human soul, and joined in -

the common endeavor to achieve justice,
peace and freedom.

While moral encirclement is a major
move in the strategy of waging peace, it
is by definition not a harmful or hostile
move. While it exerts pressure, the
pressure is not physical but spiritual.
Finally the applying of moral pressure
is not a moral drain on the nation that
applies it. It builds up; it does not
weaken or destroy.

If the encireling ring is to hold, its
component nations must seek peace in
terms of freedom and justice. Their
governments ultimately must be devoted
to the wellbeing of peoples rather than
to the accumulation of power. Finally,
these nations must respect one another
and learn to work together.

It is the part of the United States to
refine its relationships with cooperating
nations. We must be miserly with words
of propaganda. Within our means we
must be generous with helpful action.
Our assistance is not to be given as a
bribe for agreement with our plans or
withheld as a punishment for noncom-
pliance. We wish all peoples to rise to
‘better living conditions. We will work
with them to this end—without domina-
tion, without compulsion, without self-
righteousness.

The first requirement of such a pro-
gram is that we ourselves shall obey the
moral law in all our relations with other
nations, and particularly with those en=-
gaged with us in the moral encirclement.
This is a determining responsibility laid
upon the Congress and the administra-
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tion of this country. It rests particularly
upon the Senate of the United States, in
all of its deliberations relating to foreign
policy. There is a particular importance
in making our services of information
more effective.

An excellent example of an unsuccess-
ful attack on moral encirclement is of-
fered by the recent visit of Bulganin and
Khrushchev to England. Here the moral
defenses are strong. The invaders made
no breach in them, even at the point
which had seemed weakest—the organi-
zation of the Labor Party. When the
attack was made, the defenses were
found impregnable. The experiences of
the Soviet leaders in England and India
present an instructive contrast and a
hopeful lesson. It shows the difference
between strong and weak or absent
moral bulwarks. Burma, as we have
seen, presents another example. Being
without moral defenses, that country has
yielded to invasion. But now, we hope
not too late, Premeur U Nu has recog-
nized the danger and seeks to construct
the needed defense. :

Moral encirclement is defensive. It
opposes a moral wall against the inher-
ently weak forces of Soviet propaganda.
We need also an offensive force. This we
have in moral penetration.

It is a commonplace concept in the
minds of American youth that our coun-
try has no designs on the territory and
resources of the Russian people. We
raise no questions as to this. We have
no reservations whatsoever. It would
be unutterably silly for us to look with
covetousness at that remote, enormous
streteh of the earth’s territory, so unnec-
essary to our physical well-being. We
can have for the people of Russia noth-
ing but good will, however we may be op-
posed to the purposes of their Govern-
ment.

That the people of Russia do not be-
lieve this is the tragedy of our times.
Day and night, year in and year out,
these people are told that we are their
enemies, that we are planning to invade
them, that they must arm themselves
against us.

The Soviet rulers have sought to as-
sure the reign of falsehood in their em-
pire by erecting the Iron Curtain to keep
out truth. Communist China has fol-
lowed suit with its Bamboo Curtain.
These curtains are necessary if commu-
nism is to survive in Russia or China.
Piercing them with the truth is a major
means of waging peace.

This necessary undertaking is not sim-
ple. It can be accomplished for the pres-
ent only fragmentarily and as occasion
arises. But we must never falter in this*
purpose.

The need for such communications is
great. I have already dwelt on their
application to the enslaved peoples of
the satellites. They must be directed to
the Russian people as well. These com-
munications must be friendly and per-
the satellites. They must be directed to
persuasively to the Soviet rulers them-
selves, for a radical change in their pol-
icy which redirects their efforts toward
advancing the well-being of their own
people might well be in their own long-
range self-interest.
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It has been my high privilege from
time to time to address the people—and
rulers—of Russia along these lines. A
talk on Thanksgiving Day 1954, is to be
found in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, VOl-
ume 100, part 12, page 16184, Again at
the Interparliamentary Union Confer-
ence in Helsinki in August of last year, I
addressed the Soviet delegation. This is
to be found on page A2162 of this year's
daily Recorbp. My most recent broad-
cast was on the occasion of the Russian
Easter which occurred on May 5 of this
vear. I have the seript of this talk with
me and ask unanimous consent that it
be inserted in the body of the REcorp at
the conclusion of these remarks.

Such a program as this, vigorously
pursued, will have good results. We do
know that radio messages get through.
The secret evidence of this cannot be
denied. Jamming of the radio fre-
quencies goes on hour after hour, but
frequent changes of our wavelength,
the freakish behavior of the ionic over-
cast, and other incidents and accidents
give entrance to the Voice of America,
We know that it is eagerly listened to.

There is no intent in this to stir up
revolution in Russia. That would be
fatal. The men of Moscow know how to
handle armed resistance. But the grad-
ual growth among their subjects of the
suspicion that they are being deceived
will be difficult for the leaders to control.

Various friends have objected to a
vigorous moral campaign. Some call it
a “holy war” and therefore mad policy.
Of course it is in a sense a “holy war”
but it is of a new kind. It harms no one
and it is waged in support of human
well-being on both sides of the battle
line. In such a “holy war” we may be
proud to engage.

Another objection is that this puts us
in the objectionable role of the self-
righteous. This would be true if our mo-
rality were a robe to be put on and taken
off. The morality of which we are talk-
ing is a recognition of the facts of life.
We are no more pharisaical than the
engineer is intellectually snobbish, when
he follows physical law in devising mech-
anisms for meeting the needs of man-
kind.

I believe that all Senators have re-
ceived copies of my recent book, Letter
To a Generation., Those who have had
the time and inclination to read into
it have found that the basic ideas of
these talks have there been more fully
discussed.

The last talk of this series will be
entitled “The Necessity and Practicabil-
ity of Disarmament.”

VIII. THE NECESSITY AND PRACTICABILITY OF
DISARMAMENT

Disarmament has been a dream of the
idealist for many years. That men
should kill each other by governmental
authority and command has seemed out-
rageous—as it is. Yet when the opposed
purposes of sovereign nations find no
solution in diplomacy, then the resort to
arms is the final arbiter if there is a
national determination to bring matters
to a conclusion.

Two generations ago a World Court
was devised as a substitute for the field of
battle. This has proved useful in minor
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matters, but the major disputes are not
referred to it and it has no means of en-
forcing its decisions.

The First World War raised the cur-
tain on the horrors of modern conflict.
It introduced the airplane and the tank
and made large use of poison gas. This
disturbing view of the future led to
valueless treaties for outlawing war and
to the first practical attempt to limit
armaments. The Naval Treaty of 1922
between England, Japan, France, Italy,
and the United States resulted in our
sinking of a substantial part of our Navy,
the arrest of further shipbuilding abroad,
but in the ultimate circumvention of the
treaty terms, particularly by Japan.

The multiplied atrocities of World War
II, and particularly our unveiling of the
atom bomb, made more clearly evident
the necessity for the control of warfare.
Collective security in the United Na-
tions seemed to be the best solution.

Then we devised the hydrogen bomb;
the Soviet Government followed suit, and
it became evident that there is no collec-
tive security in the face of nations or
individual rulers reckless enough to set
fire to a fuse which sparks the destruc-
tion of our civilization. That destruc-
tion has become a practical possibility.
Disarmament becomes a necessity. But
is it a hopeless necessity?

The answer is “No.”

Let it first be recognized that disarma-
ment as the specific goal is not enough.
There could conceivably be a disarmed
world (disarmed as measured by modern
standards) in which freedom, justice,
and peace do not prevail. There are
then needed additional terms for a really
effective disarmament.

One requirement is the opening of the
boundaries of the nations, including our
own, to effective inspection of progress
in carrying out the terms of any dis-
armament agreement.

There is likewise required the estab-
lishment of that minimum of supra-
national government which will adjudi-
cate international disputes and police its
decisions. It will have no authority to
g0 into domestic questions such as tariffs
and immigration. Those are matters for
the people of each nation to decide.

This is not the time or place to go into
the other terms of an effective disarma-
ment agreement, except to say that it
must be universal, complete, and con-
trolled. This is the time and place to
consider how such an agreement can be
arrived at. The two great obstacles to
such an agreement are the people of the
United States and the rulers of the
Soviet Government. With willingness
and determination evident in these two
quarters, the world will follow gladly.
Let us first consider our own problem.

Two means of persuading ourselves are
obvious. They are terror and taxes.

It is well that our people should be
terrified at the prospect of destruction
by the hydrogen bomb in irresponsible
hands. The destruction of our civiliza-
tion is more than a possibility. It is
perilously near to a probability if the
present trend of history runs its course.

Terror is as yet not really effective. If
it were, we would be more in earnest
about the diffusion of people and in-
dustries, even though only a portion
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can be safeguarded by this policy. If
it were, we would all engage with de-
termination in the exercise of civil de-
fense, even though great masses of the
population could not be saved. Terror
is a realistic factor, but the human mind
is so constructed that terror cannot be
maintained, nor perhaps should it be.
Yet it must be preserved in the back of
the mind as an effective determinant of
policy when policy comes up for con-
sideration.

Taxes are another matter. If we give
clear consideration to our condition, we
will neither reduce taxes nor the na-
tional debt so long as the present emer-
gency continues. We will strengthen our
defenses of early warning, intercepting
planes and ground-to-air missiles. We
will improve and multiply our offensive
of atomic-driven bombers, atomic sub-
marine launching platforms, long-range
ballistic missiles with atomic warheads
and all the other means of offensive
terror, military and political. This will
mean taxes on taxes. We must take it
and like it, for it serves to solve the next
problem, that of convincing the Soviet
leadership.

If we are to arrive with them at a dur-
able, organized peace in the world there
must be no letdown on our part, what=
ever smiles and friendly gestures they
may display. Our military defenses must
be as nearly impassable as it is possible
to make them. We must let them know
that we are prepared to use tactical
atomic weapons against aggression. Our
offensive measures must give them the
gravest concern. The road to disarma-
ment of necessity passes through arma-
ment.

We likewise must build and strengthen
the moral encirclement. QOur efforts at
moral penetration must be intense and
unremitting. It will be folly to give up
radio broadcasts, balloons, or any other
effective means of reaching the peoples
behind the curtain. To give up here is
to give up the search for a world in which
freedom, justice, and peace prevail

There will be subsidiary questions to
be decided as we go along. For instance,
can an effective agreement to cease the
development of the intercontinental
ballistic missile be arrived at and would
such an agreement help or hinder reach-
ing the ultimate objective? Would the
settlement of the German dilemma by
voluntary disarmament help or hinder?
These and other questions must be solved
in the light of our ultimate purposes.

‘That purpose is to save our civilization
from impending destruction. This is not
a hopeless undertaking, for a very good
reason indeed. If the rulers of the So-
viet once get a clear picture of their own
long-range self-interest, that interest
will be found identical with ours. On
that basis we can work together. To the
establishment of that basis we must
bend our every effort.

Disarmament and the replacement of
war by viable judicial and administra-
tive processes constitute the prime in-
gredient in our national interest as it
has been defined in these brief speeches.
In the judement of your speaker dis-
armament can only be reached by effort
on the broad front which has been de-
scribed. Here we have something which
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rises above the technical discussions re-
cently held in London.

The whole strategy is that of identify-
ing ourselves with the world’s people,
military strength in being, moral en-
circlement, encouragement to the en-
slaved nations, and penetrating the cur-
tain with messages of cooperation with
the Russian people for their and our
good. No one of those procedures must
be sidestepped or neglected. If we pur-
sue them with diligence, it then becomes
possible and important to measure our
progress on this broad front from time
to time. The best means for doing this
would seem to be the holding of recur-
rent “meetings at the summit.” They
should be held at least once a year to
test the effect of our offense and defense.

It would seem wise to add to the gov-
ernments who are represented there by
their heads of state. Would not clearer
understandings and better cooperation
be reached if Germany, India, Canada,
and Australia were invited to join the
panel?

If we keep up the moral pressure and
remain true to the moral law, it may well
be that future conferences would reveal
progress beyond anything that we now
deem possible. For this we need a more
powerful stimulus than terror and taxes,
useful though they may be. The great
stimulus will be our earnest concern with
the world into which our children and
grandchildren are entering. For them
we will daily pray that we may attain
a world in which freedom, justice, and
peace prevail.

Having so prayed, we will rise to our
feet and seek by all means to bring our
prayer to its fulfillment.

EASTER MESSAGE BY SENATOR
FLANDERS TO THE PEOPLE OF THE
UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST RE-
PUBLICS

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in the REcorp an Easter mes-
sage which I delivered last Easter to the
Russian people.

There being no objection, the message
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

Because of the differences In our church
calendars, we in America held our Easter on
April 1 this year. You are holding yours now.
For you and for us this celebration of the
resurrection of Christ is a period of thanks-
glving, of hope, and of joy. The dark winter
is over. The trees put out their leaves.
Plants spring anew from both the earth of
Russia and America with their promise of
future flower and fruit.

This is the time for us to talk together as
brothers in the endeavor to end the long
winter of suspicion, of hostility, which has
resulted in crushing burdens on all peoples
in their support of preparations for war.

First, let us explain in a few words our rea-
sons for arming. Following World War II,
which we all fought against Hitler, 10 million
American soldiers returned to their families
and freely engaged in gainful work on their
farms and in factories and stores. In recent
Yyears also free nations turned their colonial
lands over to the 500 million human beings
who live in those areas. On the other hand,
following World War II, your Government
conquered and absorbed the Baltlic States,
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Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Bast Ger-
many, Bulgaria, and Rumania. Nearly 100
million persons who had once been free to
choose their own governments became sub-
Ject to your rulers.

It was necessary for us to build up a
counterforce against further aggression.
This we have done and this is why we are
now armed. The military bases established
by us in cooperation with other countries
do not threaten you but protect us against
a similar fate which befell the hundred
million people I have just mentioned. This
is why you and we devote such immense
treasure in our natural resources and the
work of our people to the wasteful support of
armed strength., We and you want to change
this foolish policy and devote our resources
and work to the happiness of our people.
How can we do it?

The first thing we need to do is to remove
fear. You need have no fear of us. Our
people have no interests which conflict with
those of the people of Russia, We do not
need more land. What land we have raises
an abundance of grain and fiber, and of the
flesh of beasts. We have great forests and
rich deposits of ore. Our seas teem with
fish. Everything we need we have, or can
obtain by freely trading for it from our own
abundance. What we do want is peace and
freedom.

That we want peace with friendly people
must have been apparent to your delegation
of farming experts, as well as other groups,
who visited the United States last year to
see how our people till their soil and breed
their livestock.

In short, self-interest forbids that we
should seek congquests, whether political or
economic. I am talking with you today,
hoping for your understanding that the same
self-interest of your government leaders will
dissolve tensions and lead to the abandon-
ment of armies and armament as the main
support of the forelgn policy of your nation.

I am speaking to the rulers of Russia as
well as to you, the people. Is it not reason-
able to believe that the leaders of the Soviet
Government who will most strongly establish
themselves in the future will be the men
who make the greatest contribution to the
personal well-being of the Russian people?
Can there be a more stable basis for govern-
ment than a successful program for provid-
ing more and better food, better clothing
and housing, and better educational oppor-
tunities for the people?

Dependence on military force works against
this well-being. The enormous military pro-
grams result in less and poorer food and
clothing, inadequate housing, and lowered
opportunities. Armies, supported in readi-
ness for attack from without, are in the
meantime opposing the happiness of the
people within. Disarmament should be the
great objective of the people everywhere.

It may be argued that for the Soviet Gov-
ernment armed forces are essential to hold
in subjection the satellites I have mentioned,
But if there is to be no attack from with-
out, the ring of satellites is unnecessary.
Nor are those satellites economically profit-
able to Russia as virtual colonies. No peo=
ple, formerly free, will be productive in sub-
jection. Slave labor is uneconomical. A
free people, benefiting from their own enter-
prise, is infinitely more profitable as a neigh-
bor than is the most cowed and subjugated
horde of conseripts. In the theory and prac-
tice of our system of personal freedom and
individual self-reliance, a continuously ex-
panding commerce leads to growing benefits
to those who buy and to those who sell.
Again, in a word—the same word—your self-
interest decrees the freeing of the people of
the satellites of the Soviet Union.

Bountiful blessings for the peoples of the
earth and for their rulers depend on the es-
tablishment of disarmament—complete, uni-
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versal, and controlled—and on the accept-
ance of the kind and degree of governmental
cooperation required to administer it. The
negotiations to this end now underway will
be long and difficult. They must be pursued
with faith and diligence. Above all, as a
practical matter, these negotiations must be
continued on the basis of long-range self-
interest. Otherwise they will fail.

Therefore, let this Easter of the year 1956
be the day on which the Russian and Ameri-
can people and the Russian and American
Governments determine that they will join
together to contribute to the well-being of
the peoples of our two lands. Nothing must
stand in the way of this. It requires mutual
discussions in a new spirit. If it requires,
as it will, a greater openness of communica=-
tion, of travel, of mutual personal contacts,
let us move towards this also.

Not merely for Russia and for America but
for the world, the hope and the joy of Easter
must be made manifest and effective through
these ways to peace.

ADDITIONAL REPORTS OF COM-
MITTEES

By unanimous consent, the following
additional reports of committees were
submitted :

By Mr. MURRAY, from the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, without amend-
ment:

H.R.7732. An act to amend section 402
(c) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act, with respect to the coloring of oranges
(Rept. No. 2391).

By Mr. HILL, from the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, without amend-
ment :

8.3875. A bill to amend section 4 (a) of
the Vocational Rehabilitation Act, as
amended (Rept. No. 2392); and

H.R.11802. An act to continue the ef-
fectiveness of the act of December 2, 1942,
as amended, and the act of July 28, 1945,
as amended, relating to war-risk hazard and
detention benefits until July 1, 1957 (Rept.
No. 2393).

By Mr. KENNEDY, from the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare, without amend-
ment:

5.3956. A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938, as amended (Rept.
No. 2304).

By Mr. ANDERSON, from the Joint Com=-
mittee on Atomic Energy, without amend-
ment:

5.4146. A bill providing for a Civilian
Atomic Power Acceleration Program (Rept.
No. 2390).

Mr. ANDERSON subsequently said:
Mr. President, earlier today the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. Gorgl, for himself,
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Pastorel, the Senator from Washington
[Mr. Jackson], and myself, introduced
the bill (S. 4146) to provide for a civilian
atomic power acceleration program.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
bill printed in the Recorp at this point,
together with a copy of a press release
issued today by the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy.

There being no objection, the bill and
press release was ordered to be printed
in the REecorp, as follows:

S. 4146

Be it enacted, etc., That this Act may be
cited as the Atomic Power Acceleration
Amendment of 1956.

Sec. 2. The Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, is amended by redesignating chap-
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ter 19 as chapter 20, and inserting a new
chapter 19 reading as follows:

“'CHAPTER 19. ACCELERATED ATOMIC POWER
PROGRAM

*Spc. 241. Purpose and policy:

*“{a) Itis the purpose of the Unlted States
and of this chapter:

“(1) To encourage the continued develop-
ment of atomic power technology and the
advancement of the art through practical
experience in the development and opera-
tion of prototype atomic powerplants;

“(2) To achieve economic atomic power as
rapidly as practicable;

“(3) To advance the spirit of the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency, and the
Atoms for Peace plan.

“{b) (1) In order to carry out the purposes
of this chapter, it is hereby declared to be
the policy of the United States to accelerate
the civillan atomic power program and
maintain leadership in atomic power tech-
nology by the construction of additional
demonstration prototype reactors for do-
mestic use and foreign applications at the
maximum possible rate consistent with the
status of the development of the art.

“(2) The accelérated program authorized
by this chapter shall be carried out under
the provisions of section 31, and shall be
supplementary to other reactor development
programs and projects authorized under this
act, including sections 81 and 104.

“SEc. 242. In order to implement the policy
established in section 241, the Commission
is authorized and directed as follows:

“(a) Accelerated power reactor program:

*(1) The Commission is hereby authorized
and directed to proceed with the construc-
tion under contract, as soon as practicable,
of large-scale prototype power reactor dem-
onstration facilities designed to demonstrate
the practical value of utilization facilities
for the generation of electric energy in in-
dustrial or commercial quantities.

““(2) The selection of design for such re-
actor facilities shall be made on the basis of
a determination that development, construc-
tion, and operation of a facility so designed
offers promise of making a contribution to
the advance of the art and technology of
the large-scale production of atomic power
in the form of electricity in commercial or
industrial quantities.

“(3) The power reactor demonstration fa-
cilities authorized by this subsection shall
be constructed at sites of major production
facilities operated by or on behalf of the
Commission, and the electric energy gen-
erated shall be used by the Commission in
connection with the operation of such pro-
duction facility.

“(b) Advanced design and development
program:

“(1) The Commission shall proceed with
the development of reactor designs which in-
volve, in concept and approach, significant
and promising advances in reactor technol-

‘3:(2) As soon as practicable, consistent
with the development of appropriate designs,
the Commission is authorized and directed to
proceed with the construction under con-
tract of prototype power reactors utilizing
such advanced concepts, such reactors to be
capable of producing not to exceed 50,000
kilowatts of electricity.

“(e¢) Foreign atomic power assistance: In
order effectively to carry out the atoms for
peace plan of the United States, the Com-
mission shall have responsibility for the
conduct of a vigorous program of interna-
tional cooperation and assistance in the
design, construction, and operation of power
reactors and related matters. The planning
and execution of such a program shall be
undertaken as rapidly as practicable.

“(d) Supporting facilities: The Commis-
sion is authorized to construct, own, and op-~
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erate supporting facilities necessary in con-
nection with projects initiated under sub-
sections a, b, and ¢ of this section,

*“({e) Quarterly report: The Commission
shall report to the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy gquarterly beginning January
1, 1957, on the progress under the accel-
eration program.”

Sec. 8. Chapter 19 of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended, is redesignated as
chapter 20 and sections 241 and 251 of this
act are redesignated respectively as sections
251 and 252, making appropriate amendment
to the table of contents.

Sec. 4. Public Law 506, 84th Congress,
2d session, as amended, is amended as fol-
lows:

(a) By striking the figure “$310,505,000” in
section 101 thereof and inserting the figure
“$719,595,000.”

(b) By adding at the end of section 101
(c) thereof a new subsection reading:

“11. Project 57-c-11, Civilian atomic power
acceleration program, $400,000,000.”

[From offices of Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy, No. 61, June 29, 1956]

The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
has favorably reported out a bill designed to
accelerate the civilian reactor program in
this country and to encourage a vigorous
program of international cooperation and
assistance in the field of atomic power, it
was announced today by Committee Chair-
man CrinToN P. AnpERson. The motion to
report out the bill was made by Senator
PasTorg, Democrat, of Rhode Island, and was
seconded by Representative Carn HiNsHAW,
Republican, of California, and was approved
by a substantial majority of the Committee.

The bill calls for the construction of ad-
ditional large scale demonstration prototype
reactors “at the maximum possible rate con-
sistent with the status of the development
of the art.” The accelerated program would
be conducted under the research and de-
velopment provisions of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, and would be supplementary to
other reactor development programs and
projects authorized under the act. The pro-
totype reactors would be constructed at AEC
production sites and the electric energy gen=
erated is to be used by the Atomic Energy
Commigsion in connection with the opera-
tion of its production facilities.

In addition to the accelerated power re-
actor program, the AEC is directed to “pro-
ceed with the development of reactor de-
signs which involve, in concept and ap-
proach, significant and promising advances
in reactor technology,” and "“as soon as prac-
ticable” to construct small prototype power
reactors utilizing such advanced concepts.
Reactors constructed under both the dem-
onstration and development program would
be carried out under contract with private
CONcerns.

In commenting on this latter provision
Senator AnpErRsoN stated:

“This bill will broaden the base of private
industrial participation in the atomic power
program and will offer a great opportunity to
those firms not presently participating in the
program to contribute their efforts and tal-
ents.”

Total funds authorized for the proposed
program would be $400 million,

AGREEMENTS ENTERED INTO BE-

TWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND

FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS FOR

THE DEVELOPMENT OF ATOMIC

ENERGY

Mr., PASTORE. Mr. President, from
time to time I have reported to the Sen-
ate on the receipt of various agreements

11413

of cooperation by the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy, which have been entered
into by the United States and foreign
governments for the development of
atomic energy. In accordance with the
provisions of section 123 of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, these agreements are
required to lie before the joint committee
for 30 days before they can become
effective.

During the last session of Congress, on
behalf of the joint committee, I intro-
duced into the record a large number of
agreements for cooperation for research
purposes. Today I would like to intro-
duce into the record the research agree-
ments which have most recently come be-
fore the joint committee. These agree-
ments are with the Republic of Cuba,
which arrived June 22; with France,
which arrived June 14; with the Domini-
can Republic, which arrived June 15;
with New Zealand, which arrived June
15; with Austria, which arrived June 12;
with Costa Rica, which arrived May 22.
These agreements are basically identical
with the research agreements last year,
except that they provide for a small ad-
ditional amount of special nuclear mate-
rial for research purposes, and they pro-
vide for a clause holding the United
States harmless in the construction and
operation of the research reactors
abroad. I should also point out that the
French agreement contemplates the
transfer of more special nuclear material
under the research agreement than was
the case with respect to the agreements
last year. Where those agreements con-
templated the transfer of 6 kilograms,
the French transfer contemplates 40
kilograms of Uranium-235, enriched to
20 percent. It also permits there to be
6 kilograms of Uranium-235 having a
90-percent enrichment.

Last year the Commission entered into
the agreements with Great Britain, Can-
ada, and Belgium. These were the first
major agreements for cooperation and
were signed with our wartime partners,
On June 15 an amendment to the Brit-
ish agreement arrived before the joint
committee. This amendment would in-
crease the amounts of special nuclear
material transferable under the agree-
ment for industrial purposes; would per-
mit the disclosure of restricted data re-
lating to the propulsion of submarines,
ships, and aircraft, and also adds a hold
harmless clause. On June 26, a similar
amendment to the Canadian agreement
arrived before the joint committee.

On June 18 the first of a series of pow-
er bilaterals arrived before the joint
committee. This agreement is with
Australia. It provides for the transfer
of restricted data dealing with power
bilaterals for the transfer of up to 500
kilograms of U-235, with a small portion
of that available as U-235, enriched up
to 90 percent, for a test reactor, and
for the cooperation in the production of
uranium ores and concentrates. Simi-
lar power agreements with Switzerland
and the Netherlands arrived on June 20.

I request unanimous consent to have
copies of all of these agreements printed
in the REcorp at this point.
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There being no objection, the agree-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
REcoRD, as follows:

JUNE 22, 1956.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomiec
Energy, Congress of the United States.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: Pursuant to sec-
tion 123c of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954,
there is submitted with this letter:

1. An executed agreement for cooperation
with the Government of the Republic of
Cuba;

2. A letter from the Commission to the
President recammendlng approval of the
agreement;

3. A letter from the President to the Com-
mission approving the agreement authoriz-
ing its execution and containing his de-
termination that it will promote and will
not constitute an unreasonable risk to the
common defense and security.

This agreement, as executed, makes coop-
eration possible between the United States
and the Republic of Cuba on the design,
construction, and operation of research re-
actors, including related health and safety
problems; the use of such reactors in medi-
cal therapy; and the use of the radioactive
isotopes in biology, medicine, agriculture,
and industry. The Republic of Cuba, if it
desired to do so, would be able to engage
United States companies to construct re-
search reactors, and private industries in the
United States will be permitted, within the
limits of the agreement, to render other as-
sistance to the Republic of Cuba. No re-
stricted data would be communicated under
this agreement. The Atomic Energy Com-
mission, however, would lease to Cuba up
to 6 kilograms of contained U-235 in uranium
enriched up to a maximum of 20 percent
U-235, plus such additional quantity as, in
the opinion of the Commission, is necessary
to permit the efficient and continuous opera-
tion of the reactor or reactors while re-
placed fuel elements are radioactively cooling
in Cuba or while fuel elements are in transit.
This expressed limitation will restrict the
Republic of Cuba in determining the choice
of reactor to be constructed to a research
reactor.

You will also note that the agreement
includes in article V provisions for the sale
or transfer of research quantities of mate-
rials of interest in connection with defined
research projects, which I described to you
in my letter of March 30, 1856. The amount
of special nuclear material which would be
made available to the Republic of Cuba un-
der this agreement would not be important
from the military point of view.

Article VIII of the proposed agreement
records the obligations undertaken by the
Republic of Cuba to safeguard the special
nuclear material to be leased by the Com-
mission and article IX contains the guar-
‘anties prescribed by section 123 of the Atomic
Energy Act.

This agreement expresses the hope and
expectation of the two Governments that
this first stage of cooperation will lead to
further development of the peaceful uses
of atomic energy in Cuba.

Sincerely yours,
‘W. F. LIBBY,
Acting Chairman.
THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, June 22, 1956.
Dr. W. F. LmenY,
Acting Chairman, Atomic Energy Comi=
mission, Washington, D. C.

DeArR Dr. LmsBy: Under date of June 21,
you informed me that the Atomic Energy
Commission had recommended that I ap-
prove a proposed agreement between the
Government of the Republic of Cuba and
the Government of the United States for
cooperation concerning the peaceful uses of
atomic energy. The agreement recites that
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the Government of the Republic of Cuba
desires to pursue a research and develop-
ment program looking toward the realiza-
tion of the peaceful and humanitarian uses
of atomic energy and desires to obtain as-
sistance from the Government of the United
States and United States industry with re-
spect to this program.

I have examined the recommended agree-
ment. It calls for cooperation between the
two Governments with respect to the design,
construction, and operation of research reac-
tors, including related health and safety
problems; the use of such reactors as re-
search, development and engineering tools
and in medical therapy; and the use of
radioactive isotopes in biology, medicine,
agriculture, and industry. The agreement
contains all of the guaranties prescribed by
the Atomic Energy Act. No restricted data
would be communicated under the agree-
ment, but the Commission would lease to
the Government of the Republic of Cuba
special nuclear material for use as reactor
fuel. In additlon, the Commission would be
permitted to sell or otherwise transfer lim-
ited quantities of such material, including
U-235, U-233 and plutonium, for use in de=-
fined research projects related to the peace-
ful application of atomic energy.

Pursuant to the provisions of section 123
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 and upon
the recommendation of the Atomic Energy
Commission, I hereby—

1. Approve the proposed agreement for
cooperation between the Government of the
United States and the Government of the
Republic of Cuba enclosed with your letter
of June 21,

2. Determine that the performance of the
proposed -agreement will promote and will
not constitute an unreasonable risk to the
common defense and security of the United
States, and

3. Authorize the execution of the pro-
posed agreement for the Government of the
United States by appropriate authorities of
the United States Atomic Energy Commis-
silon and the Department of State.

It is my hope that this agreement rep-
resents but the first stage of cooperation in
the field of atomic energy between the
United States and Cuba, and that it will
lead to further discussions and agreements
relating to other peaceful uses of atomic
energy in Cuba,

Sincerely,
DwicHT D. EISENHOWER,
The PRESIDENT,
The White House.

Dear Mr. PresiDENT: The Atomic Energy
Commission recommends that you approve
the enclosed proposed agreement entitled
“Agreement for Cooperation Concerning
Civil Uses of Atomic Energy Between the
Government of the Republic of Cuba and
the Government of the United States of
American,” and authorize its execution.

This agreement has been negotiated by
the Atomic Energy Commission and the De-
partment of State pursuant to the Atomiec
Energy Act of 1954, and is, in the opinion
of the Commission, an important and de-
sirable step in advancing the development
of the peaceful uses of atomic energy in
Cuba in accordance with the policy which
you have established. The agreement would
permit cooperation between fthe two coun-
tries with respect to the design, construc-
tion, and operation of research reactors, in-
cluding related health and safety problems;
the use of such reactors in medical therapy;
and the use of radioactive isotopes in biol-
ogy, medicine, agriculture, and industry.
Cuba, if It desires to do so, may engage
United States companies to construct re-
search reactors, and private industry in the
United States will be able, under the agree-
ment, to render other assistance to Cuba.
No restricted data would be communicated
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under this agreement, and the Government
of the Republic of Cuba has signifled its
agreement to the guaranties prescribed by
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 which are
a part of this agreement.

Further provisions permit the Atomic En-
ergy Commission to lease to Cuba up to 6
kilograms of contained U-235 in uranium
enriched up to a maximum of 20 percent
U-235. You will note that article V of this
agreement would permit the transfer of
Hmited amounts of special nuclear materials,
including U-235, U-233, and plutonium, for
defined research projects related to the
peaceful uses of atomic energy. This agree-
ment expresses the hope and expectation
of the two governments that this first stage
of cooperation will lead to further discus-
sions and agreements relating to the peace-
ful uses of atomic energy in Cuba.

Following your approval and subject to the
authorization requested, the agreement will
be formally executed by the appropriate au-
thorities of Cuba and the United States and
then placed before the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy in compliance with section
123¢c of the Atomic Energy Act of 1854.

Respectfully,
W. F. LisnY,
Acting Chairman.
AGREEMENT FOR COOPERATION BETWEEN THE

GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF

AMERICA AND THE GOVERNMENT OF THE

RepuBLIiCc oF CuBa CoNCERNING CiviL Uses

OF AToMIC ENERGY

Whereas the peaceful uses of atomic en-
ergy hold great promise for all mankind;
and -

Whereas the Government of the United
States of America and the Government of
the Republic of Cuba desire to cooperate
with each other in the development of such
peaceful uses of atomic energy; and

Whereas the design and development of
several types of research reactors are well
advanced; and

Whereas research reactors are useful in
the production of research quantities of
radioisotopes, in medical therapy and in
numerous other research activities and at
the same time are a means of affording
valuable training and experience in-nuclear
sclence and engineering useful in the de-
velopment of other peaceful uses of atomic
energy including civilian nuclear power; and

Whereas the Government of the Republic
of Cuba desires to pursue a research and
development program looking toward the
realization of the peaceful and humani-
tarian uses of atomic energy, for which
purpose, by decree No. 177 of June 22, 1955,
it has created the Nuclear Energy Commis=
slon of Cuba, and further desires to obtain
assistance from the Government of the
United States of America and United States
industry in connection with this program;
and
- Whereas the Government of the United
States of America, acting through the United
States Atomic Energy Commission, desires
to assist the Government of the Republic
of Cuba in such a program;

The parties agree as follows:

ARTICLE I

For the purposes of this agreement:

(a) “Commission” means the United
States Atomic Energy Commission or its
duly authorized representatives.

(b) “Equipment and devices” means any
instrument or apparatus and includes re-

‘search reactors, as defined herein, and their

component parts.

(c) “Research reactor” means a reactor
which is designed for the production of
neutrons and other radiations for general
research and development purposes, medical
therapy, or training in nuclear science and
engineering. The term does not cover power
reactors, power demonstration reactors, or
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reactors designed primarily for the produc~
tion of special nuclear materials.

(d) The term *“restricted data,” “atomic
weapon,” and “special nuclear material are
used in this agreement as defined in the
United States Atomic Energy Act of 1954.

ARTICLE II

Restricted data shall not be communi-
cated under this agreement, and no mate-
rials or equipment and devices shall be
transferred and no services shall be fur-
nished under this agreement to the Gov=-
ernment of the Republic of Cuba or author-
ized persons under its jurisdiction if the
transfer of any such materials or equipment
and devices or the furnishing of any such
services involves the communication of Re-
stricted Data.

ARTICLE IIT

1. Subject to the provisions of article II,
the parties hereto will exchange information
in the following fields:

(a) Design, construction, and operation
of research reactors and their use as re-
search, development, and engineering tools
and in medical therapy.

(b) Health and safety problems related
to the operation and use of research re-
actors.

(¢) The use of radioactive isotopes in
physical and biological research, medical
therapy, agriculture, and industry.

2. The application or use of any informa-
tion or data of any kind whatsoever, in-
cluding design drawings and specifications,
exchanged under this agreement shall be
the responsibility of the party which re-
ceives and uses such information or data,
and it is understood that the other cooper-
ating party does not warrant the accuracy,
completeness, or suitability of such infor-
mation or data for any particular use or
application,

ARTICLE IV

1. The Commission will lease to the Gov=
ernment of the Republic of Cuba uranium
enriched in the isotope U-235, subject to the
terms and conditions provided herein, as may
be required as initial and replacement fuel in
the operation of research reactors which the
Government of the Republic of Cuba, in con-
sultation with the Commission, declides to
construct and as required in agreed experi-
ments related thereto. Also, the Commission
will lease to the Government of the Republic
of Cuba uranium enriched in the isotope
U-235, subject to the terms and conditions
provided herein, as may be required as initial
and replacement fuel in the operation of
such research reactors as the Government of
the Republic of Cuba may, in consultation
with the Commission, decide to authorize
private individuals or private organizations
under its jurisdiction to construct and oper=
ate, provided the Government of the Repub-
lic of Cuba shall at all times maintain suffi-
cient control of the material and the opera-
tion of the reactor to enable the Government
of the Republic of Cuba to comply with the
provisions of this agreement and the appli-
cable provisions of the lease arrangement.

2. The quantity of uranium enriched in
the isotope U-235 transferred by the Com-
mission under this article and in the custody
of the Government of the Republic of Cuba
shall not at any time be in excess of 6 kilo-
grams of contained U-235 in uranium en-
riched up to a maximum of 20 percent U-235,
plus such additional guantity as, in the
cpinion of the Commission, is necessary to
permit the efficient and continuous operation
of the reactor or reactors while replaced fuel
elements are radioactively cooling in the Re-
public of Cuba or while fuel elements are in
transit, it being the intent of the Commis-
sion to make possible the maximum useful-
ness of the 6 kilograms of sald material.
¢ 3. When any fuel elements containing
TU-235 leased by the Commission require re-
placement they shall be returned to the Com-
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mission, and, except as may be agreed, the
form and content of the irradiated fuel ele=
ments shall not be altered after their re-
moval from the reactor and prior to delivery
to the Commission.

4, The lease of uranium enriched In the
isotope U-235 under this article shall be at
such charges and on such terms and condi-
tions with respect to shipment and delivery
as may be mutually agreed and under the
conditions stated in articles VIII and IX.

ARTICLE V

Materials in connection with defined re-
search projects related to the peaceful uses
of atomic energy undertaken by the Republic
of Cuba, including source materials, special
nuclear materials, byproduct materials, other
radioisotopes, and stable isotopes, will be
sold or otherwise transferred to the Republic
of Cuba by the Commission for research pur-
poses in such guantities and under such
terms and conditions as may be agreed when
such materials are not available commer-
cially. In no case, however, shall the quan-
tity of special nuclear materials under the
jurisdiction of the Republic of Cuba, by rea-
son of transfer under this article, be at any
one time in excess of 100 grams of contained

U-235, 10 grams of plutonium, and 10 grams °

of U-235.
ARTICLE VI

Subject to the avallability of supply and
as may be mutually agreed, the Commission
will sell or lease, through such means as it
deems appropriate, to the Government of the
Republic of Cuba or authorized persons under
its jurisdiction such reactor materials, other
than special nuclear materials, as are not
obtainable on the commercial market and
which are required in the construction and
operation of research reactors in the Republic
of Cuba. The sale or lease of these mate-
rials shall be on such terms as may be agreed.

ARTICLE VII

It is contemplated that, as provided in
this article, private individuals and private
organizations in either the United States or
the Republic of Cuba may deal directly with
private individuals and private organizations
in the other country. Accordingly, with re-
spect to the subjects of agreed exchange of
information as provided in article III, the
Government of the United Btates will permit
persons under Its jurisdiction to transfer
and export materials, including equipment
and devices, to and perform services for the
Government of the Republic of Cuba and
such persons under its jurisdiction as are
authorized by the Government of the Re-
public of Cuba to receive and possess such
materials and utilize such services, sub=
ject to:

(a) The provisions of article II.

{b) Applicable laws, regulations, and 1i-
cense requirements of the Government of the
United States and the Government of the
Republic of Cuba.

ARTICLE VIII

1. The Government of the Republic of
Cuba agrees to maintain such safeguards as
are necessary to assure that the special nu-
clear materials received from the Commis-
slon shall be used solely for the purposes
agreed in accordance with this agreement
and to assure the safekeeping of this
material.

2. The government of the Republic of
Cuba agrees to maintain such safeguards as
are necessary to assure that all other reactor
materials, including equipment and devices,
purchased in the United States under this
agreement by the Government of the Re-
public of Cuba or authorized persons under
its jurisdiction shall be used solely for the
design, construction, and operation of re-
search reactors which the Government of the
Republic of Cuba decides to construct and
operate and for research in connection there-
with, except as may otherwise be agreed.
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3. In regard to research reactors construct=-
ed pursuant to this agreement, the Govern=
ment of the Republic of Cuba agrees to main=-
tain records relating to power levels of oper=
ation and burn-up of reactor fuels and to
make annual reports to the Commission on’
these subjects. If the Commission requests,
the Government of the Republic of Cuba
will permit Commission representatives to
observe from time to time the condition and
use of any leased material and to observe
the performance of the reactor in which the
material is used.

4. Some atomic energy materials which
the Government of the Republic of Cuba may
request the Commission to provide in ac-
cordance with this arrangement are harmful
to persons and property unless handled and
used carefully. After delivery of such ma-
terials to the Government of the Republic
of Cuba, the Government of the Republic of
Cuba shall bear all responsibility, insofar as
the Government of the United States is con-
cerned, for the safe handling and use of
such materlals. With respect to any special
nuclear materials or fuel elements which
the Commission may, pursuant to this agree-
ment, lease to the Government of the Re-
public of Cuba or to any private indlvidual
or private organization under its jurisdic-
tion, the Government of the Republic of
Cuba shall indemnify and save harmless the
Government of the United States against any
and all lability (including third party lla-
bility) from any cause whatsoever arising
out of the production or fabrication, the
ownership, the lease, and the possession and
use of such special nuclear materials or fuel
elements after delivery by the Commission
to the Government of the Republic of Cuba
or to any authorized private individual or
private organization under its jurisdiction.

ARTICLE IX

The Government of the Republic of Cuba
guarantees that:

(a) Safeguards provided in article VIII
shall be maintained.

(b) No material, including equipment and
devices, transferred to the Government of
the Republic of Cuba or authorized persons
under its jurisdiction, pursuant to this agree-
ment, by lease, sale, or otherwise will be
used for atomic weapons or for research on
or development of atomic weapons or for
any other military purposes, and that no
such material, including equipment and de-
vices, will be transferred to unauthorized
persons or beyond the jurisdiction of the
Government of the Republic of Cuba except
as the Commission may agree to such trans-
fer to another nation and then only if the
opinion of the Commission such transfer
falls within the scope of an agreement for
cooperation between the United States and
the other nation.

ARTICLE X

It is the hope and expectation of the
parties that this initial agreement for co-
operation will lead to consideration of fur-
ther cooperation extending to the design,
construction, and operation of power pro-
ducing reactors, Accordingly, the parties will
consult with each other from time to time
concerning the feasibility of an additional
agreement for cooperation with respect to
the production of power from atomic energy
in the Republic of Cuba.

ARTICLE XI

1. This agreement shall enter into force
on the day on which each government shall
receive from the other government written
notification that it has complied with all
statutory and constitutional requirements
for the entry into force of such agreement
and shall remain in force for a period of 5
years. .

2. At the expiration of this agreement or
of any extension thereof the Government of
the Republic of Cuba shall deliver to the
United States all fuel elements containing
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reactor fuels leased by the Commission and
any other fuel materials leased by the Com-
mission. Such fuel elements and such fuel
materials shall be delivered to the Commis-
sion at a site in the United States desig-
nated by the Commission at the expense of
the Government of the Republic of Cuba
and such delivery shall be made under appro-
priate safeguards against radiation hazards
while in transit.

In witness whereof the parties hereto have
caused this agreement to be executed pur-
suant to duly constituted authority.

Done at Washington, in duplicate, in the
English and Spanish languages, this

En testimonio de lo cual, las Partes con-
tratantes han convenido la conclusion de
este convenio, debidamente autorizados a tal
efecto.

Hecho Washington, en duplicado, en
los idiomas ingles y espaifiol,

For the Government of the United States
of America:

Por el Goblerno de los Estados Unldos de
America:

AEC—WLA—June 21, 1956.

SD—TM—June 21, 1956.

For the Government of the Republic of
Cuba:

Por el Gobierno de la Republica de Cuba:

OA—June 21, 1956.

JunEe 18, 1956.
Senator CrinTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Joint Commitiee on
Atomic Emnergy,
Congress of the United States.

Dear SENATOR ANDERSON: Pursuant to sec-
tion 123¢ of the Atomic Energy Act of 1854,
there is submitted with this letter:

1. A proposed Agreement for Cooperation
with the Government of the Republic of
France;

2. A letter from the Commission to the
President recommending approval of the pro-
posed agreement;

8. A letter from the President to the Com-
mission approved the agreement, containing
his determination that it will promote and
will not constitute an unreasonable risk to
the common defense and security; and his
authorization to execute the proposed
agreement.

The proposed agreement will permit co-
operation between France and the United
Btates in matters relating to the develop-
ment of peaceful uses of atomic energy with
particular emphasis on the development of
nuclear power. No restricted data will be
exchanged under this agreement. Under the
proposed agreement the Commission would,
however, sell to the Government of the Re-
public of France uranium enriched in the
isotope U-235 for use as initial and replace-
ment fuel in the operation of defined re-
gearch, experimental power, and power re-
actor projects in France. The quantity of
such material which will be transferred and
in the custody of the Government of France
shall not at any time be in excess of 40 kilo-
grams of contalned U-235 enriched, except
as noted below, up to a maximum of 20
percent, plus such additional quantity as, in
the opinion of the Commission, is necessary
to permit the efficient and continuous use
of the reactors involved. The Commission
may, in its discretion, make a portion of
the 40 kilograms available as material en-
riched up to 80 percent for use in a ma-
terials testing reactor, capable of operating
with a fuel load not to exceed 6 kilograms.
You will note that article X of the agreement
incorporates provisions designed to mini-
mize the possibility that material or equip-
ment transferred under the agreement would
be diverted to nonpeaceful purposes. Source
or gpecial nuclear material received from the
United States under the agreement would be
reprocessed in the United States in Com-
mission facilities or in facilities acceptable
to the Commission,
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Article V of the agreement would permit
the transfer of limited amounts of special
nuclear materials, including U-235, U-233
and plutonium, for defined research projects
related to the peaceful uses of atomic en-
ergy. In article XII the parties affirm their
common interest in the establishment of an
international atomic energy agency to foster
the peaceful uses of atomic energy and ex-
press their intention to reappraise the agree-
ment in the event such an agency is estab-
lished. Article XII also recognizes the efforts
that are now being made in western Eu-
rope to integrate the atomic energy programs
of a group of nations and accordingly, pro-
vides that such an integrated group may
assume the rights and obligations of the
Government of the Republic of France under
the agreement, provided the Iintegrated
group can, in the judgment of the United
States, effectively and securely carry out the
undertakings of this agreement.

Sincerely yours,
W. F. LiseY,
Acting Chairman.

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, June 19, 1956.

‘The Honorable LEwis L. STRAUSS,

Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission,
Washington, D. C.

DEeAR MR. STRAUSS: Under date of June 18,
1956, the Atomic Energy Commission recom-
mended that I approve a proposed agreement
for cooperation concerning the civil uses of
atomic energy between the Government of
the Republic of France and the Government
of the United States of America.

I have examined the recommended agree-
ment. It calls for cooperation between the
two Governments with respect to the de-
velopment, design, construction and opera-
tlon of research, experimental power, and
power reactors, including related health and
safety problems; and the use of radioactive
isotopes in biology, medicine, agriculture,
and industry. It is provided that no re-
stricted data will be exchanged under this
agreement.

I have noted that the agreement would
permit the Commission to sell U-235 to
France for use as initial and replacement
fuel in the operation of defined research,
experimental power, and power reactors con-
structed in France. The quantity of such
material which will be transferred and in
the custody of the Government of France
shall not at any time be in excess of 40 kilo-
grams of contained U-235 enriched up to a
maximum of 20 percent, except that the
Commission may in its discretion make a
portion of the foregoing 40 kilograms avail-
able as material enriched up to 90 percent
for use in a materials testing reactor, capable
of operating with a fuel load not to exceed
6 kilograms. I note that the agreement pro-
vides for appropriate safeguards against the
diversion of materials and equipment for
unauthorized uses and in addition, article
VIII provides that when any source or spe-
cial nuclear material received from the
United States requires reprocessing, such re-
processing will be performed by the Atomic
Energy Commission in Commission facilities,
or in facilities acceptable to the Commission.

Article VI of the agreement would permit
the transfer of special nuclear materials, in-
cluding U-235, U-233, and plutonium, for
defined research projects related to the
peaceful uses of atomic energy. In article
XII the parties affirm their common interest
in the establishment of an international
atomic-energy agency which would foster the
peaceful uses of atomic energy and express
their intention to reappraise the agreement
in the event such an agency is established.
Article XII also recognizes the efforts that
are now being made in Western Europe to
integrate the atomic-energy programs of a
group of nations and accordingly, provides
that such an integrated group may assume
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the rights and obligations of the Govern-
ment of the Republic of France under the
agreement, provided the integrated group
can, in the judgment of the United States,
effectively and securely carry out the un-
dertakings of this agreement.

Accordingly, pursuant to the provisions
of section 123 of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954 and upon the recommendation of the
Atomic Energy Commission, I hereby—

1. Approve the within proposed agreement
for cooperation between the Government of
the United States and the Government of the
Republic of France concerning the civil uses
of atomic energy.

2. Determine that the performance of the
proposed agreement will promote and will
not constitute an unreasonable risk to the
common defense and security of the United
States, and

3. Authorize the execution of the proposed
agreement for the Government of the United
States by appropriate authorities of the
United States Atomic Energy Commission
and the Department of State.

Sincerely,
DwiGHT D, EISENHOWER.

JUNE 18, 1956.
The PRESIDENT,

The White House,

Dear MR. PRESIDENT: The Atomic Energy
Commission recommends that you approve
the enclosed Agreement for Cooperation
Concerning Civil Uses of Atomic Energy Be-
tween the Governments of the Republic of
France and the United States of America,
and authorize its execution by appropriate
authorities of the United States Atomic
Energy Commission and the Department of
State.

This agreement has been negotiated by the
Atomic Energy Commission and the Depart-
ment of State pursuant to the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, and is in the opinion of the
Commission, an important and desirable
step in advancing the development of the
peaceful uses of atomic energy in France in
accordance with the policy which you have
established. As you will note, the agree-
ment is designed to facilitate cooperation
between the two countries with respect to
the development, design, construction, oper-
ation, and use of research, experimental
power, and power reactors, health and safety
problems related to the operation and use of
such reactors, and the use of radioactive
isotopes and radiation in physical and bio-
logical research, medical therapy, agriculture,
and industry.

France, if it desires to do so, may engage
United States companies to construct re-
search, experimental power and power re-
actors, and private industry in the United
Etates will be able, under the agreement, to
render other assistance to France. No re-
stricted data would be communicated under
the agreement, and the Government of
France has signified its agreement to the
guaranties prescribed by the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954 which are a part of this agree-
ment.

The proposed agreement would permit the
United States to sell the Government of
France contained U-235 in wuranium en-
riched in the isotope U-235 for use as initial
and replacement fuel in the operation of de-
fined research, experimental power, and
power reactor projects in France. The quan-
tity of such material which will be trans-
ferred and in the custody of the Government
of France shall not at any time be in excess
of 40 kilograms of contained U-235 enriched,
except as noted below, up to a maximum of
20 percent, plus such additional quantity as,
in the opinion of the Commission, is neces-
sary to permit the efiicient, continuous use of
the reactors involved. The Commission also
may, at its discretion, make a portion of the
foregoing 40 kilograms available as material
enriched up to 90 percent for use in a
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materials testing reactor capable of oper-
ating with a fuel load not to exceed 6 kilo-
grams.

The quantity of the U-235 that will be
transferred under this agreement will be
made available pursuant to your recent
announcement that the United States is
prepared to make up to 20,000 kilograms of
U-235 available to friendly foreign coun-
tries to facilitate the development of nuclear
power for peaceful purposes, and you will
note that article X of the agreement incor-
porates provisions which are designed to
minimize the possibility that material or
equipment transferred under the agreement
will be diverted to nonpeaceful purposes.
In addition, article VIII of the agreement
provides that when any source or special
nuclear material received from the United
States requires reprocessing, such reprocess-
ing shall be performed by the Commission
facilities, or in facilities acceptable to the
Commission.

Article V of the agreement would permit
the transfer of limited amounts of special
nuclear materials, including U-235, U-233,
and plutonium, for defined research projects
related to the peaceful uses of atomic energy.
In article XII the parties affirm their com-
mon interest in the establishment of an in-
ternational atomic energy agency to foster
the peaceful uses of atomic energy and ex-
press their intention to reappraise the
agreement in the event such an agency is
established. Article XII also recognizes the
efforts that are now being made in Western
Europe to integrate the atomic-energy pro-
grams of a group of nations and accordingly,
provides that such an integrated group may
assume the rights and obligations of the
Government of the Republic of France under
the agreement, provided the integrated
group can, in the judgment of the United
States, effectively and securely carry out the
undertakings of this agreement.

Following your approval and subject to
the authorization requested, the agreement
will be formally executed by the appropriate
authorities of France and the United States
and placed before the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy in compliance with section
123c of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954.

Respectfully,
W. F. LY,
Acting Chairman.

AGREEMENT FOR COOPERATION BETWEEN THE
GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA AND THE GOVERNMENT OF THE
REPUBLIC OF FRANCE CONCERNING CIvIiL USES
oF AtoMIC ENERGY

PREAMBLE

Whereas the peaceful uses of atomic energy
hold great promise for all mankind; and

Whereas the Government of the United
States of America and the Government of the
Republic of France desire to cooperate with
each other in the development of such peace-
ful uses of atomic energy; and

Whereas reactors are useful in the pro-
duction of research quantities of radioiso-
topes, in medical therapy and in numerous
other research and experimental activities
and at the same time are a means of afford-
ing valuable tralning and experience in nu-
clear sclence and engineering useful in the
development of other peaceful uses of atomic
energy Including civilian nuclear power; and

Whereas the Government of the Republic
of France desires to pursue a research and
development program looking toward the
realization of the peaceful and humanitarian
uses of atomic energy and desires to obtain
assistance from the Government of the
United States of America and the United
States industry with respect to this pro-
gram; and

Whereas the Government of the United
States of America, represented by the United
States Atomic Energy Commission, desires to
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assist the Government of the Republic of
France in such a program;
The parties therefore agree as follows:

ARTICLE I

For purposes of this agreement:

A, "Commission” means the United States
Atomic Energy Commission.

B. “Commissariat” means the French Com=
missariat a I'Energie Atomique.

C. “Equipment and devices” and “equip=
ment or device’” means any instrument, ap-
paratus, or facility and includes any facility,
except an atomic weapon, capable of making
use of or producing special nuclear material,
and component parts thereof.

D. “Person” means any individual, cor=-
poration, partnership, firm, association, trust,
estate, public or private institution, group,
government agency or government corpora=
tion but does not include the parties to this
agreement.

E. “Reactor” means an apparatus, other
than an atomic weapon in which a self-
supporting fission chain reaction is main-
tained by utilizing uranium, plutonium, or
thorlum, or any combination of uranium,
plutonium, or thorium.

F. "Restricted data” means all data con-
cerning (1) design, manufacture, or utiliza=-
tion of atomic weapons; (2) the production
of special nuclear materials; or (3) the use
of special nuclear material in the produc-
tion of energy, but shall not include data
declassified or removed from the category of
restricted data by the appropriate authority.

G. “Atomic weapon” means any device
utilizing atomic energy, exclusive of the
means for transporting or propelling the de-
vice (where such means is a separable and
divisible part of the device), the principal
purpose of which is for use as, or for devel=
opment of, a weapon, & weapon prototype,
or a weapon test device.

H. “Special nuclear material” means (1)
plutonium, uranium enriched in the isotope
233 or in the isotope 235, and any other ma-
terial which the Commission determines to
be special nuclear material; or (2) any ma-
terial artificially enriched by any of the
foregoing.

I. “Source material” means (1) uranium,
thorium, or any other material which is de-
termined by the Government of the Repub-
lic of France or the Commission to be source
material; or (2) ores containing one or more
of the foregoing materials, in such concen-
tration as the Government of the Republic of
France or the Commission may determine
from time to time.

J. “Parties” means the Government of the
Republic of France and the Government of
the United States of America, including the
Commissariat on behalf of the Government
of the Republic of France and the Commis-
slon on behalf of the Government of the
United States of America. *“Party” means
one of the above “parties.”

ARTICLE II

This agreement shall enter into force on
the day on which each Government shall re-
ceive from the other Government written
notification that it has complied with all
statutory and constitutional requirements
for the entry into force of such agreement
and shall remain in force for a period of 10
years,

ARTICLE IIT

A. Restricted data shall not be communi-
cated under this agreement, and no ma-
terials or equipment and devices shall be
transferred and no services shall be fur-
nished under this agreement if the transfer
of any such materials or equipment and
devices or the furnishing of any such service
involves the communication of restricted
data.

B. Subject to the provisions of this agree-
ment, the availability of personnel and ma-
terial, and the applicable laws, regulations
and license requirements in force in their
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respective countries, the parties shall assist
each other in the achievement of the use
of atomic energy for peaceful purposes.

C. This agreement shall not require the
exchange of any information which the
parties are not permitted to communicate
because the information is privately owned
or has been received from another govern-
ment.

ARTICLE IV

Subject to the provisions of article IIT,
information in the specific fields set out
below shall be exchanged between the Com-
mission and the Commissariat with respect to
the application of atomic energy to peace-
ful uses, including research and development
relating to usch uses, and problems of
health and safety connected therewith:

A. The development, design, construction,
operation and use of research, experimental
power, and power reactors;

B. Health and safety problems related to
the operation and use of research, experi-
mental power, and power reactors;

C. The use of radioactive isotopes and
radiation in physical and biological research,
medical therapy, agriculture and industry.

ARTICLE V

The application or use of any Information
({including design drawings and specifica-
tions) and any material, equipment, and
devices, exchanged or transferred between
the parties under this agreement shall be
the responsibility of the party receiving it,
and the other party does not warrant the
accuracy or completeness of such information
and does not warrant the suitability of such
information, materials, equipment, and de-
vices for any particular use or application.

ARTICLE VI

A. Research materials: Materials of inter-
est in connection with defined research
projects related to the peaceful uses of atom-
ic energy as provided by article IV and under
the limitations set forth in article III, in-
cluding source materials, special nuclear
materials, by-produet material, other radio-
isotopes, and stable isotopes will be ex-
changed for research purposes in such
quantities and under such terms and con-
ditions as may be agreed when such mate-
rials are not available commercially. In no
case, however, shall the quantity of special
nuclear materials under the jurisdiction of
either party, by reason of transfer under
this article, be, at any one time, in excess of
100 grams of contained U-235, 10 grams of
plutonium, and 10 grams of U-233.

B. Research facilities: Subject to the
provisions of article III, and under such
terms and conditions as may be agreed,
and to the extent as may be agreed, spe-
cialized research facilities and reactor ma-
terials testing facilities of the parties shall
be made available for mutual use conslstent
with the limits of space, facilities, and per=
sonnel conveniently available, when such fa=
cilities are not commercially available,

ARTICLE VII

It is contemplated that, as provided in this
article, private individuals and private or-
ganizations in either the United States or
France may deal directly with private in-
dividuals and private organizations in the
other country. Accordingly, with respect to
the subjects of agreed exchange of infor-
mation as provided in article IV, persons
under the jurisdiction of either the Govern-
ment of the United States or the Government
of the Republic of France will be permitted
to make arrangements to transfer and ex-
port materials, including equipment and de-
vices, to and perform services for the other
Government and such persons under its
jurisdiction as are authorized by the other
Government to receive and possess such ma-
terials and utilize such services, subject to:

(a) The limitations in article III;
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(b) Applicable laws, regulations and li-
cense requirements of the Government of
the United States and the Government of
the Republic of France.

ARTICLE VIIX

A. The Commission will sell to the Gov-
ernment of the Republic of France uranium
enriched in the isotope U-235 subject to the
terms and conditions provided herein, as and
when required as Initlal and replacement
fuel in the operation of defined research,
experimental power, and power reactor proj-
ects which the Government of the Republie
of France, in consultation with the Commis=-
sion, decides to construct or authorize pri-
vate organizations to construct in France,
and as required in experiments related there-
to.
B. The sale of the uranium enriched in
the isotope U-235 under this Article shall be
in such form as may be mutually agreed,
and at such charges and on such terms and
conditions with respect to shipment and
delivery as may be mutually agreed, and
subject to the other terms and conditions of
this agreement.

C. 1. The quantity of uranium enriched in
the isotope U-235 transferred by the Com-
mission under this article and in the custody
of the Government of the Republic of France
shall not at any time be in excess of 40 kilo-
grams of contained U-235 in uranium en-
riched up to a maximum of 20 percent U-235
plus such additional quantity as, in the
opinion of the Commission, is necessary to
permit the efficient and continuous opera-
tion of the reactor or reactors while replaced
fuel elements are radioactively cooling in
France or while fuel elements are in transit,
it being the intent of the Commission to
make possible the maximum usefulness of
the 40 kilograms of said material.

2. The Commission may, upon request and
at its discretion, make a portion of the fore-
going material available as material enriched
up to 90 percent for use in a materials test-
ing reactor, capable of operating with a fuel
load not to exceed 6 kilograms,

3. It is understood and agreed that al-
though the Government of the Republic of
France will distribute uranium enriched in
the isotope U-235 to authorized users in
France, the Government of the Republic of
France will retain title to any uranium
enriched in the isotope U-285 which is pur-
chased from the Commission until such time
as private users in the United States are per-
mitted to acquire title in the United States
to uranium enriched in the isotope U-235.

D. It is agreed that when any source or
special nuclear material received from the
United States requires reprocessing, such re-
processing shall be performed at the discre-
tion of the Commission in either Commission
facilities, or in facilities acceptable to the
Commission, on terms and conditions to be
later agreed; and it is understood, except as
may be otherwise agreed, that the form and
content of the irradiated fuel elements shall
not be altered after their removal from the
reactor and prior to delivery to the Commis-
sion or the facilities acceptable to the Com-
mission for reprocessing.

E. With respect to any special nuclear ma-
terial produced in reactors fueled with ma-
terials obtained’ from the United States
which are in excess of France's need for such
material in its program for the peacetime
uses of atomic energy, the Government of
the United States shall have and s hereby
granted (a) a first option to purchase such
material at prices then prevalling in the
United States for special nuclear material
produced in reactors which are fueled pur-
suant to the terms of an agreement for co-
peration with the United States, and (b) the
right to approve the transfer of such mate-
rial to any other nation in the event the
option to purchase is not exercised.
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ARTICLE IX

As may be necessary and as may be mu-
tually agreed in connection with the sub=-
jects of agreed exchange of information as
provided in article IV, and under the limi-
tations set forth in article III, and under
such terms and conditions as may be mu-
tually agreed, specific arrangements may be
made from time to time between the parties
for lease, or sale and purchase, of quantities
of materials, other than special nuclear ma-
terial, greater than those required for re-
search, when such materials are not avail-
able commercially.

ARTICLE X

The Government of the United States and
the Government of the Republic of France
emphasize their common interest in assur-
ing that any material, equipment, or device
made available to the Government of the
Republic of France pursuant to this agree-
ment shall be used solely for civil purposes.

A, Except to the extent that the safe-
guards provided for in this agreement are
supplanted, by agreement of the parties as
provided in article XII, by safeguards of the
proposed international atomic-energy agen-
cy, the Government of the United States of
America, notwithstanding any other provi-
sions of this agreement, shall have the fol-
lowing rights:

1. With the objective of assuring design
and operation for civil purposes and permit-
ting effective application of safeguards, to
review the design of any (i) reactor and (ii)
other equipment and devices the design of
which the Commission determines to be rele-
vant to the effective application of safe-
guards, which are to be made avallable to the
Government of the Republic of France or
any person under its jurisdiction by the
Government of the United States of America
or any person under its jurisdiction, or which
are to use, fabricate, or process any of the
following materials so made available:
source material, special nuclear material,
moderator material, or other material desig-
nated by the Commission;

2. With respect to any source or speclal nu-
clear material made available to the Gov-
ernment of the Republic of France or any
person under its jurisdiction by the Govern-
ment of the United States of America or any
person under its jurisdiction and any source
or special nuclear material utilized in, re-
covered from, or produced as a result of the
use of any of the following materials, equip-
ment, or devices so made available:

(i) Source materlal, special nuclear ma-
terial, moderator material, or other material
designated by the Commission.

(ii) Reactors.

(iii) Any other equipment or device desig-
nated by the Commission as an item to be
made available on the condition that the
provisions of this subparagraph A2 will
apply, (a) to require the maintenance and
production of operating records and to re-
guest and receive reports for the purpose of
assisting in insuring accountability for such
materials; and (b) to require that any such
material in the custody of the Government
of the Republic of France or any person un-
der its jurisdiction be subject to all of the
safeguards provided for in this article and
the guaranties set forth in article XI.

3. To require the deposit in storage facili-
ties designated by the Commission of any of
the special nuclear material referred to in
subparagraph A2 of this article which is not
currently utilized for civil purposes in
France and which is not purchased pursuant
to article VIII, paragraph E (a) of this agree-
ment, transferred pursuant to article VIII,
paragraph E (b) of this agreement, or other-
wise disposed of pursuant to an arrangement
mutually acceptable to the Parties.

4. To designate, after consultation with
the Government of the Republic of France,
personnel who, accompanied if either party
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so requests, by personnel designated by the
Government of the Republic of France, shall
have access in France to all places and data
necessary to account for the source and spe-
cial nuclear materials which are subject to
subparagraph A2 of this article to determine
whether there is compliance with this agree-
ment and to make such independent meas-
urements as may be deemed necessary.

5. In the event of noncompliance with the
provisions of this article, or the guaranties
set forth in article XI, and the failure of the
Government of the Republic of France to
carry out the provisions of this article within
a reasonable time, to suspend or terminate
this agreement and require the return of any
materials, equipment, and devices referred
to in subparagraph A2 of this article.

6. To consult with the Government of the
Republic of France in the matter of health
and safety.

B. The Government of the Republic of
France undertakes to facilitate the applica-
tion of the safeguards provided for in this
article.

ARTICLE XI

The Government of the Republic of
France guarantees that:

A. Safeguards provided in article X shall
be maintained:

B. No material, including equipment and
devices, transferred to the Government of
the Republic of France or authorized per-
sons under its jurisdiction pursuant to this
agreement, by lease, sale or otherwise, and
no special nuclear material produced as a
result of such transfer will be used for
atomic weapons or for research on or de-
velopment of atomic weapons or for any
other military purposes, and that no such
material, including equipment and devices,
will be transferred to unauthorized persons
or beyond the jurisdiction of the Govern-
ment of the Republic of France except as
the Commission may agree to such transfer
to another nation and then only If in the
opinion of the Commission such transfer
falls within the scope of an agreement for
cooperation between the United States and
the other nation.

ARTICLE XIT

A. The Government of the United States
of America and the Government of the Re-
public of France affirm their common in-
terest in the establishment of an inter-
national atomic energy agency to foster the
peaceful uses of atomic energy. In the event
such an international agency is created:

1. The Parties will consult with each
other to determine in what respects, if any,
they desire to modify the provisions of this
Agreement for Cooperation. In particular,
the Parties will consult with each other to
determine in what respects and to what ex-
tent they desire to arrange for the adminis-
tration by the international agency of those
conditions, controls, and safeguards includ-
ing those relating to health and safety
standards required by the international
ag